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Abstract 
This dissertation seeks to extrapolate the broader political and intellectual 
implications of the New <RUN ,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶ UHVSRQVHV WR WKH LQFLGHQWV RI
student protest that occurred on the Columbia University campus in 1968. 
Firstly three groups who were involved in the incidents are set up; the 
students, the faculty and the administration. By exploring how their actions 
influenced the student strikes and resulting media frenzy, the dissertation 
seeks to demonstrate three distinct political positions which current academia 
places these factions in %\ DQDO\VLQJ WKH 1HZ <RUN ,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶ GLUHFW
responses to the incidents, focusing primarily on the members of the 
intellectual cadre who were themselves faculty members at Columbia, it then 
seeks to analyse their political and intellectual inclinations on a subject that 
was very close to home, both literally and figuratively. The broader personal, 
political and intellectual opinions of the figures are then drawn out in order to 
illuminate any shared ground or ruptures in the New York Intellectual group, 
at a time traditionally seen as heralding the end of their cohesive unit, the end 
of the liberal consensus and sometimes a beginning of neo-conservative 
political thought. 
 
 
19684 Words 
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Section One: Introduction  
 
The events that occurred at Columbia in April and May of 1968, incidents of student 
protest and dissent surrounding the seizure of academic buildings between April 23rd 
and April 30th, the students¶ subsequent forceful removal by police, and the resulting 
student strike in May, have been described DV ³DPRQJ WKH PRVW significant in the 
history of higher education in the United States.1 Multiple volumes of scholarship 
have been written on the episode alone, and it is mentioned in almost any history of 
the New Left, not to mention countless volumes on the sixties. 2  It was directly 
referenced by Nixon in a campaign appearance on May 15th 1968 in a speech that 
encapsulates some of the fears regarding Columbia at the time: 
³&ROXPELDLV³WKHILUVWPDMRUVNLUPLVKLQDUHYROXWLRQDU\VWUXJJOHWRVHL]H
the universities of this country and transform them into sanctuaries for 
UDGLFDOV DQG YHKLFOHV IRU UHYROXWLRQDU\ SROLWLFDO DQG VRFLDO JRDOV´« ³LI
student violence is either rewarded or goes unpunished, then the 
administration of Columbia University will have guaranteed a new crisis 
on its own campus and invited student coups on other campuses all over 
WKLVFRXQWU\´«³$XQLYHUVLW\LVDFRPPXQLW\RIVFKRODUVVHHNLQJWUXWKLWLV
a place where reason reigns and the right of dissent is safeguarded and 
cherished. Force and coercion are wholly alien to the community and 
WKRVHZKRHPSOR\LWKDYHQRSODFHWKHUH´«³Academic freedom dictates 
that those engaged in the pursuit of knowledge and truth, resist the 
encroachments of hotheads who assume they know all´3 
Like many observers Nixon granted the protestors symbolic resonance across the 
whole of American higher education, and in mentioning it in one of his presidential 
campaign speeches he demonstrated the importance with which the events were 
                                                          
 
1
 Jerry L. Avorn. University in Revolt. London (Macdonald, 1968). IX. 
2
 Books specifically on the events include Jerry L. Avorn The University in Revolt; Roger Kahn The 
Battle For Morningside Heights. New York (William Morrow and Company, 1970); James Simon 
Kunen. The Strawberry Statement. London (Wiley-Blackwell, 1995); Joanne Grant. Confrontation on 
Campus  ? the Columbia Pattern for the New Protest. New York (Signet Books, 1969). On top of these 
is the plethora of articles that circulated amongst all levels of the national press following the events. 
3
 Richard Nixon. May 15
th ? ? ? ? ? ?YƵŽƚĞĚŝŶŽŶĂůĚ:ĂŶƐŽŶ ? ‘EŝǆŽŶŝĚƐŽůƵŵďŝĂKƵƐƚ ‘ŶĂƌĐŚŝĐ
^ƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ? ? ?The New York Times, May 16th 1968. 22. 
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viewed at the time. The quotation is also a concise summary of the relevant issues; 
revolutionary politics on campus, the need for punishment and the possibility of a 
broader crisis developing from a lack thereof, and a development of theories about 
how universities should work as a result of the strikes, that were viewed in terms of 
an intergenerational conflict, or a fear of radicalised youth. Whilst a plethora of work 
exists on the New Left and on the Columbia incident, one relatively overlooked 
element is how members of the New York Intellectuals, previously a vanguard of the 
Old Left, viewed and reacted to the unfolding events. Many among their ranks, such 
as Lionel and Diana Trilling, F.W Dupee, Daniel Bell and Richard Hofstadter, taught 
at Columbia or lived on campus, at the time of the protests. The majority of the 
responses from the New York Intellectuals come from these implicated respondents, 
who, because of their university roles had to carefully consider what they wrote, and 
a university line to some extent. As intellectuals with a vested interest in the situation 
this put them in a fairly unique position to comment on the incidents, an exploration 
of which holds potential for uncovering the relationships between the Old and New 
Left, and what effect, if any, the events had on the political leanings of the older 
generation.  What comes out of their debate on the Columbia incidents forms an 
informative case study on the issues surrounding one aspect of intellectual history at 
the close of the sixties, a time when the New York Intellectuals were undergoing 
group fractures and for some, a transition into neoconservative thought.   
By exploring the nuanced opinions regarding the incidents throughout key 
journals for which the New York Intellectuals wrote, including Commentary, The 
Public Interest, Partisan Review, The New York Review of Books and Dissent it is 
possible to draw out significant similarities, and differences in the reaction to the 
New Left and the political debates that emerged from this issue. These range from 
outraged highly oppositional stances through to apathy, and even varied support 
from some circles. As with Nixon, the responses generally give the uprisings greater 
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cultural resonance than a superficial glance would suggest, and they form the basis 
for debates and arguments on the fracturing of the liberal consensus towards the 
end of the 60s. The responses from the New York Intellectuals often deals with 
balancing the different factions (a conservative administration, a radical student body 
and a liberal faculty) with the differing degrees of sympathy and disdain for these 
groups, often betraying their own political opinion.  Whilst historians such as John P. 
Diggins have to some extent explored the interaction between the New and Old left, 
it remains difficult to find an unbiased or in-depth case study of this important 
interchange. In regards to their relationship Diggins suggests that  
When the Old Left lost its belief that existing historical reality could be 
radically transformed, it lost its capacity for negation. To call this 
EHKDYLRXURI WKH2OG/HIW³FRS-RXW´ LVXQFKDULWDEOHDQGPLVOHDGLQJDVWR
GHVFULEHWKHDFWLYLWLHVRIWKH1HZ/HIWDVD³QLKLOLVWLFHJR-WULS´± epithets 
RIWHQ KXUOHG DFURVV WKH JHQHUDWLRQDO EDUULFDGHV« :KDW GLYLGHG WKHVH
two radical generations was an implicit debate involving two ponderous 
questions: What is possible? And what is real? ... Thus the institutions 
that the ex-radicals embraced as real represented to the younger 
radicals the very system that was rejected as unreal because of its 
alleged irrationality and immorality.4 
 Diggins¶ argument affirms many of the set notions regarding their supposed 
relationship, the main issues being generational discord and the interaction between 
radicals and ex-radicals.  Using Columbia as a specific example rather than making 
broader generalisations, allows for a demonstration of divergent opinions that 
elements of the Old Left held on the new standard bearers of radicalism of the time, 
illuminating the transitional processes of political realignment and demonstrating 
nuanced political opinions that perhaps cannot be subsumed under group titles. 
 0DUN *HUVRQ¶V The Neoconservative Vision uses interactions between the 
New York Intellectuals and the New Left in order to highlight the former¶s supposed 
                                                          
 
4
 John P. Diggins. The American Left in the Twentieth Century. New York, Chicago et al (Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich inc., 1973). 18. 
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transition into neo-conservatism.  One standard definition of neo-conservatism states 
that 
This highly charged label indicates the worldview or ideological stance of 
conservatives who were once liberals, but who turned to the right during 
the late 1960s and early 1970s. From the start, neo-conservatism has 
been largely a reactive phenomenon, defining its own positions in 
relation to the leftward drift of American Liberalism ± within the 
Democratic Party, the news media, the universities, and the cultural and 
literary worlds.5 
Clashes with the New Left in instances such as Columbia match this definition 
perfectly; a reaction against a radical student body with a liberal faculty faction in a 
late 60s setting, involving an intellectual community widely seen as broadly liberal 
prior to these engagements.  
Whilst *HUVRQ¶V book overall has a clearly pro-neoconservative agenda, it is 
useful in highlighting the importance of the interplay between the New York 
Intellectuals and the New Left with neo-conservatism as one possible outcome of 
WKLV *HUVRQ VXJJHVWV WKDW RSSRVLWLRQ WR V UDGLFDOV ZDV ³VHOI H[SODQDWRU\ WKH
neoconservative defence of American society was launched in response to the 
VWXGHQWUDGLFDOLVPDQGWHSLGUHDFWLRQIURPWKHOLEHUDOIDFXOW\´6 The neoconservative 
UHVSRQVHZDVDV³OLEHUDOFULWLFVRI OLEHUDOLVP´DVPXFKDV OLEHUDOLVP interacting with 
radicalism. 7  Therefore despite its many VKRUWFRPLQJV *HUVRQ¶V WH[W VHUYHV WR
highlight one of the key contexts; that it was as much the liberal response to the 
countercultureRU³OLEHUDOLQWHOOHFWXDOV«HQWUDQFHGE\WKHFDXVHVRIUDGLFDOVWXGHQWV´ 
as the counterculture itself that inspired many among the New York Intellectuals to 
                                                          
 
5
 DĂƚŚĞǁĞƌŬĞ ? ‘EĞŽĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ? ?A Companion to American Thought. Richard Wightman Fox and 
James T. Kloppenberg Eds.  Oxford and Cambridge (Mass.) (Blackwell, 1995). 486. 
6
 Mark Gerson. The Neoconservative Vision From Cold War to the Culture Wars. Lanham, New York 
and Oxford (Madison Books, 1997). 23. 
7
 Ibid. 20.a 
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shift in various political directions.8 For Gerson the most important of these directions 
was certainly neo-conservatism. He suggests that debates on the New Left, amongst 
other things, betokened the end of the old liberal anti-communist consensus and 
New York Intellectual circle, rupturing along lines such as Commentary vs. The New 
York Review of Books.9 He is not the only one to note this rift resulting from the 
debates on the New Left. Alexander Bloom also discusses splits along the lines of 
Commentary and the New York Review of Books ZLWK 7ULOOLQJ¶V DUWLFOH LQ
Commentary ³H[SUHVVLQJWKH YLHZRIWKHPDMRULW\RIWKH1HZ<RUNHUV´ DQG'XSHH¶V
more radical piece in the New York Review of Books a minority position (both of 
which will be explored in depth later).10 Dupee, along with a few others, saw the 
positive aspects and thus ³HDUQHGWKHHQPity of their former intellectual comrades,´
with the debates resulting LQ WKH HQG RI ³ZRUNLQJ UHODWLRQVKLSV DQG IULHQGVKLSV´11 
%ORRP¶VVXPPDU\RIWKHGHEDWHSURYLGHVDQLQVLJKWIXOWDNHRQWKHLQWHUDFWLRQV³7KH
problems centred on an unresolved conflict. The older ex-radicals wanted the 
younger radicals to avoid the mistakes of their radical past which meant to come see 
the world as ex-UDGLFDOV GLG ZKLFK PHDQW WR EH QR ORQJHU UDGLFDO´ 12  Yet in so 
framing the debates, Bloom also privileges the anti-New Left side of the New York 
,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶UHDFWLRQVDespite some flaws, Bloom and Gerson clearly identify some 
of what was at stake in the debates on the New Left that centred on incidents such 
as Columbia. 
 Whilst viewing a neoconservative shift can be a reductive analysis of the New 
<RUN ,QWHOOHFWXDO¶V SROLWLFDO HYROXWLRQ, it does serve to highlight well the other 
                                                          
 
8
 Ibid. 22, 103. 
9
 dŚĞƐƵďĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ‘dŚĞZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽZĂĚŝĐĂůŚŝĐ ?ĞǆƉůŽƌĞƐƚŚĞůŝŶĞŽĨCommentary vs. New York 
Review of Books. Ibid. 118-122. 
10
 Alexander Bloom. Prodigal Sons  ? The New York Intellectuals and their World. New York and Oxford 
(Oxford University Press, 1986). 344-345. 
11
 Ibid. 347-350. 
12
 Ibid. 353. 
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important political context at this time; the increasing political divide in the group that 
was one symptom of the breakdown in the liberal consensus, to which many the 
New York Intellectuals had acquiesced. There is no doubt that in the early stages of 
their intellectual careers the majority of the New York Intellectuals were radical in 
their thinking. Douglass Tallack suggests that in the 1930s WKH\ ³DUWLFXODWHGDYHU\
precise and important position. To be opposed to the totalitarianism of Stalinist 
EXUHDXFUDF\« DQG WR EH D VXSSRUWHU RI 7URWVN\« ZDV WR EH D UDGLFDO DQG QRW D
UHDFWLRQDU\´13 Theirs ZDVDQHZEUHHGRIUDGLFDOLVP³5DKv and Phillips were among 
the first of their generation to argue radicalism FRXOGQRWRULJLQDWHZLWKµWKHSHRSOH¶´
but was instead led from an avant-garde intelligencia. 14  This avant-garde anti 
reactionary radicalism was a reasoned intellectual and political world, instead of 
working class grass root politics. Nevertheless this position changed as the decades 
drew on. Tallack identifies the shift as early as 1939, which he sees as ³DZDWHUVKHG
between radicalism and the move towards a consensus and even neo-conservative 
politics of culture,´EXWDOVRVXJJHVWVWKDW³WKHVHFRQGZRUOGwar was another turning 
point in the de-UDGLFDOLVDWLRQRI WKH LQWHOOHFWXDOV´ZLWKDPartisan Review becoming 
WKH ³PLGGOH-ground among intellectuals in the post-ZDU \HDUV´ 15  This de-
radicalisation process is a key turning point in many histories of the New York 
Intellectuals. $OH[DQGHU%ORRP ERUURZV 1RUPDQ 3RGKRUHW]¶V SKUDVH µ0DNLQJ ,W¶ IRU
his chapter on this change, which would suggest a positive outlook on the events, a 
GHVLUH WR µPDNH LW¶ LQWR WKH PDLQVWUHDP QRW UHPDLQ RSSRVHG WR LW. Nonetheless 
SKUDVHV VXFK DV µHPERXUJHRLVLHPHQW¶ ZKLFK 1HLO -XPRQYLOOH GLVFXVVHV DV WKH
³PRYHLQWRWKHPLGGOHFODVV´GXHWRWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIDFDGHPLFSRVLWLRQV, and more 
readily available paid magazine work, raised questions regarding the credibility of 
                                                          
 
13
 Douglass Tallack. Twentieth Century America- The Intellectual and Cultural Context. London and 
New York (Longman, 1991). 188. 
14
 Ibid. 
15
 Ibid. 189-190. 
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the intellectuals and their ability to critique culture if they no longer remained in an 
³DGYHUVDULDO UHODWLRQVKLS WR PDLQVWUHDP VRFLHW\´ 16  The Partisan Review 1952 
symposia edition entitOHGµ2XU&RXQWU\2XU&XOWXUH¶LVwidely cited as evidencing this 
acceptance of mainstream liberal, values which Tallack suggests posed questions 
as to ³ZKHWKHUWKHUHZDVDQ\ORQJer a good reason for taking intellectual cues from 
Europe, when it was American Culture that had avoided the terrors of fascism and 
6WDOLQLVP´17 7KLVLVFHUWDLQO\HYLGHQFHGE\WKHV\PSRVLXP7KHµHGLWRULDOVWDWHPHQW¶
suggests that LWVDLPVDUH³WRH[DPLQHWKHDSSDUHQWIDFWWKDW$PHULFDQLQWHOOHFWXDOV
now regard America and its institutions in a new way,´QRORQJHU³KRVWLOHWRDUWDQG
FXOWXUH´18 This did not entail complete solidarity from the group; in his section in the 
symposium Norman 0DLOHU WDNHV SDLQV WR ³GHFODUH VWUDLJKWDZD\´ KLV ³WRWDO
GLVDJUHHPHQW ZLWK WKH DVVXPSWLRQV´ RI WKH LVVXH, suggesting that the current 
LQWHJUDWLRQLQWR³$PHULFDQUHDOLW\´LVLQIDFWDQHJDWLYHIRUFH, as the artist and writer 
³RIWHQ ZRUNV EHVW LQ RSSRVLWLRQ´ WR PDLQVWUHDP FXOWXUH 19  Nonetheless, Lionel 
7ULOOLQJ¶VVWDWHPHQWVZKLFKHQGWKHV\PSRVLXPVXPXSVRPHWKHPDLQWKHPHVZHOO
VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW ³$PHULFDQ LQWHOOHFWXDOV KDYH UDGLFDOO\ UHYLVHG WKHLU DWWLWXGH an 
avowed aloofness from national feeling is no longer the first ceremonial step into the 
OLIHRIWKRXJKW´20  
                                                          
 
16
 Neil Jumonville, Ed. The New York Intellectuals Reader. New York (Routledge, 2007). 6. Other 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶĐůƵĚĞdĞƌƌǇŽŽŶĞǇ ?Ɛ ?ǁŚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐŝƚĂƐĂ “ŐƌĂĚƵĂůŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĨƌŽŵ
 “ƐĞůĨĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐƌĂĚŝĐĂůŝƐŵƚŽŽůĚtĂƌ>ŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ? ?dŚĞĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƚŝƚůĞ ? “dŽůĞƌĂďůĞWůĂĐĞƚŽ>ŝǀĞ ?ŝƐ
suggestive of a middle ground, not a negative typecast of embourgouisement, nor a celebration of 
American culture, but an acceptance of the political climate, suggesting that their arc was a familiar 
 “ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƚŚĞŵĞ W that success in the wider world may extract its price a transformation of 
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ ? ?
Terry A. Cooney. The Rise of the New York Intellectuals  ? Partisan Review and Its Circle. Madison and 
London (The University of Wisconsin Press, 1986). 251- 272. 
17
 Tallack. Twentieth Century. 205. 
18
  “ĚŝƚŽƌŝĂů^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ? ? ‘KƵƌŽƵŶƚƌǇĂŶĚKƵƌƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ?Partisan Review, Vol. 14, No.3 (May-June 
1952). 282. 
19
 EŽƌŵĂŶDĂŝůĞƌ ? ‘KƵƌŽƵŶƚƌǇĂŶĚKƵƌƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? 
20
 >ŝŽŶĞůdƌŝůůŝŶŐ ? ‘KƵƌŽƵŶƚƌǇĂŶĚ KƵƌƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞǀĂƌŝŽƵƐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ŵĂŝŶŵŽƚŽƌƐŽĨƚŚŝƐĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?,ŽǁĞ ?Ɛ ‘dŚŝƐĂŐĞŽĨŽŶĨŽƌŵŝƚǇ ?ŝƐƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƵƐĞĨƵůĚƵĞƚŽŝƚƐ
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As another self styled contemporaneous take on WKH1HZ<RUN,QWHOOHFWXDO¶V
political transitions, evidencing similar trends WRµ2XU&RXQWU\DQG2XU&XOWXUH¶ Irving 
+RZH¶V 1968 Commentary article µ7KH 1HZ <RUN ,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶ reveals the shifting 
political positions of the New York Intellectuals. His opening section attempts to 
define the New York Intellectuals as group;  
They appear to have a common history, prolonged not for more than 
thirW\\HDUV«DFRPPRQIRFXVRILQWHOOHFWXDOLQWHUHVWVDQGRQFH\RXJHW
past politeness, which becomes, these days, easier and easier ± a 
common ethnic origin. They are, or until recently have been, anti-
Communist; they are, or until some time ago were, radicals; they have a 
fondness of ideological speculation they write literary criticisms with a 
strong social emphasis they revel in polemic; they strive self-consciously 
WREH³EULOOLDQW´´21 
+RZH¶V SLHFH GUDZV RXW WKHLU VKDUHG LGHQWLW\ ZKLOVW DOVR PDLQWDLQLQJ a degree of 
nuance towards their divergent paths by evidencing the different rates of transition 
from radicalism and anti-Communism. The piece has even been credited with 
creating the name the New York Intellectuals, such was the value of the article for 
affirming certain elements of the group.22  :KDW+RZHVXJJHVWV LV WKDW WKH³OLWHUDU\
avant-garde and the political Left were not really comfortable partners,´ a 
demonstration of what he sees as the unsound relationship of elements that 
underpinned the early work of the New York Intellectuals. He continues to list the 
reasons for the shift towards the centre including the acceptance of capitalism, or the 
                                                                                                                                                                     
 
ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂŶĞŽƵƐŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?,ĞƉŽƐƚƵůĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ “/Ŷ ? ? ? ?ŶŽƚŵĂŶǇŵĞƌŝĐĂŶŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐƐĂǁĂŶǇŚŽƉĞ
for ƚŚĞƌĞǀŝǀĂůŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ? ?ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞ “ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŽ ĂǀŝƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĐƌŝƐŝƐŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ?ĂƐ
Ă “ǀƵůŐĂƌŝƐĞĚŵŽĚĞůŽĨƚŚĞĐůĂƐƐƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞŝŶƵƌŽƉĞ ? ?dŚĞŶ “ƐƵĚĚĞŶůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞEĞǁĞĂů ?ƚŚĞ
ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐƐĂǁĨƌĞƐŚŚŽƉĞ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƚǁŽŵĂŝŶƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐŽĨ “ƐŽcial legislation and state intervention 
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³VO\ ZRUNLQJV RI SURVSHULW\,´ EXW DOVR WKH ³UHPDUNDEOH Dbsorptiveness of modern 
society,´ for its centre ground allowed access to such a diverse crowd.23 In defence 
of this process, ZKLFKKDGEHHQODEHOOHGE\VRPHSDUWLHVDV³VHOOLQJRXW´ Howe feels 
inclined to point out WKH DFWXDOO\ ³YHU\ PRGHVW´PLGGOH FODVV OLIHVW\OH RI WKHJURXS. 
This defence, because of the context and even shame that dictates its necessity, 
serves perfectly to highlight their acquiescence to the liberal consensus in the 50s 
and 60s.  
Not only a useful document of the de-radicalisation of the New York 
,QWHOOHFWXDOV +RZH¶V DUWLFOH DOVR FKUonicles the climate of the late 1960s that 
followed on from this liberal consensus and one that makes the Columbia incidents a 
highly revealing case study. Towards the end of the piece Howe discusses, with the 
XWPRVW GLVGDLQ WKH ³QHZ VHQVLELOLW\´ (the new sensibility being the culture of the 
students and the New Left), KLV ILQDO TXHVWLRQ EHLQJ ZKHWKHU WKHUH LV ³QR ORQJHU
available among the New York writers enough energy and coherence to make 
possible a sustained confrontation with the new sensibility,´ a prophetic statement 
that aggrandises the interactions this dissertation is based upon.24 What Howe is 
discussing is one element of the crisis in the liberal consensus that the New York 
,QWHOOHFWXDO¶VFRQIURQWDWLRQZLWKWKH1HZ/HIWGHPRQVWUDWHV+LVORQJDQd aggressive 
descriptions of the New Left are revealing, its level of vehemence serving to highlight 
the importance with which he viewed these debates. He describes the new 
sensibility DV³LPSDWLHQW«breath[ing] contempt for rationality, impatience with mind, 
and hostility to the artifices and decorum of high culture. It despises liberal values, 
liberal cautions, and liberal YLUWXHV,WLVERUHGZLWKWKHSDVWIRUWKHSDVWLVDILQN´25 
His piece directly references Columbia as part of this, noting that the ³QHZ
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VHQVLELOLW\´ VFUHDPV RQ FDPSXVHV ³8S DJDLQVW WKH :DOO 0RWKHUIXFNHUV 7KLV LV D
VWLFNXS´DGLUHFW UHIHUHQFH WR the then SDS leader Mark 5XGG¶V OHWWHU WR the then 
Columbia president Greyson Kirk.26 What Howe encapsulates is the transition the 
New York Intellectuals were undertaking through this process. The liberal consensus 
had been at threat throughout the 60s and the relationship with the New Left was a 
part of this. Their radical leftist politics opened up questions as to the ability of 
liberalism to defend the American culture that many of the New York Intellectuals 
had become increasingly comfortable with. As representatives of the intellectual 
mainstream of American culture the New York Intellectuals engaged in critiques of 
the New Left, questioning what their positions meant to the changing nature of 
liberalism, and the breakdown of the liberal consensus.  Gerson notes a break in the 
New York Intellectual crowd around this period, between supporters of the radical 
students and nascent neoconservaWLYHV +RZH¶V DUWLFOH LV DOVR XVHIXO IRU
demonstrating the presence, and nature of this rift. In the subsequent issue of 
Commentary ,UYLQJ .ULVWRO WDNHV LVVXH ZLWK PDQ\ RI +RZH¶V VWDWHPHQWV .Uistol is 
more accepting of the de-UDGLFDOLVDWLRQSURFHVVDFFHSWLQJ LWDVDUHVXOWRI³JUHDWHU
H[SHULHQFH RI WKH ZRUOG´ and a conclusion that LQ UHWURVSHFW KH ZDV ³SOHDVHG´ WR
reach. The discussion continues with Kristol personally attacking Howe, for his 
³FRQWLQXHG DWWHPSWV´WR³H[SHO´Kristol from the political left, with Howe responding in 
a similarly aggressive manner.27  This exchange perfectly in highlights the fissure 
that Gerson and Bloom both see as a result of debates on the New Left, but is also 
useful for demonstrating that the conclusions reached are far more diverse than 
neoconservative or not; at the end of the altercation Howe affirms his socialism 
whilst Kristol is perfectly at ease in his de-radicalised home, yet both denounce the 
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New Left.  What a case study like Columbia allows is a nuanced look at how the 
New York Intellectuals reacted to a perceived threat to the liberal hegemony, and 
what political changes they underwent due to the interaction of these ex-radicals with 
the new youthful radical cadre.  
An interesting element to the context of the liberal consensus is the blame 
RIWHQ SODFHG RQ ³OLEHUDO SURIHVVRUV´ IRU IDZQLQJ RYHU WKHLU VWXGHQWV RU WKH ³WHSLG
UHDFWLRQRIWKHOLEHUDOIDFXOW\´WKDWUHVXOWHGIURPWKHDVVDXOWVRIWKH1HZOHIWIRUSDUW
of the conservative shift in American society.28 $ODQ%ORRP¶VFKDSWHUµ7KH6L[WLHV¶LQ
The Closing of the American Mind is another attack on the position of the faculty to 
the New Left. Using the example of Cornell University student protests in 1969 he 
suggests that  
³WKH SURIHssors, the repositories of our best traditions and highest 
intellectual aspirations, were fawning over what was nothing better than 
a rabble; publically confessing their guilt and apologising for not having 
understood the most important moral issues, the proper response to 
which they were learning from the mob; expressing their willingness to 
FKDQJHWKHXQLYHUVLW\¶VJRDOVDQGFRQWHQWRIZKDWWKH\WDXJKW´29 
 
%ORRP¶V indictment is provocatively aggressive; he further suggests that 
³WXUQLQJWKHGHFLVLRQDERXWYDOXHVWRWKHIRONWKH=HLWJHLVW´ LVWKHVDPH³ZKHWKHU LW
EH1XUHPEHUJRU:RRGVWRFN´DQGWKDW³DV+HJHOZDVVDLGWRKDYHGLHGLQ*HUPDQ\
in 1933, Enlightenment in America came close to breathing its last during the 
sixtieV´30 The professors are firmly indicted in a process that Bloom and others saw 
as a threat to the core of American values. Their liberal cowardice is plainly blamed, 
so much so as to evoke continued comparison to Nazi Germany and the failure of its 
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professRUV WR KHOS VWRS WKH WLGH RI +LWOHU¶V DVFHQVLRQ even negatively comparing 
American professors in this rather extreme analogy by suggesting that the German 
SURIHVVRUVLQWKHWKLUWLHVIDFHGGHDWKZKLOVW³DW&RUQHOOWKHUHZDVQRVXFKGDQJHU´31 
Bloom suggests WKDWWKH³IDVKLRQDEOH´FRQFOXVLRQDERXWWKHVL[WLHVLVWKDW³WKHUHZDV
LQGHHGH[FHVV´yet ³PDQ\JRRGWKLQJVUHVXOWHGKRZHYHUDV³far as the universities 
>ZHUH@ FRQFHUQHG´ KH FODLPV ³QRWKLQJ SRVLWLYH [came] from that period; it was an 
unmitigated disaster IRU WKHP´ 32  This context is important one the nature of 
Columbia; the New York Intellectuals, at least the respondents in question, were part 
of this liberal faculty, and therefore scrutiny of their role is useful for partially 
deconstruct the myth of the compliant professor who helped seal the demise of their 
institutions. 
The convergence of these contexts and ideas is what makes the Columbia 
incidents an enlightening case study. Analysing multiple responses from the New 
York Intellectuals allows for a demonstration of the myriad political tangents, or lack 
thereof, that took hold as a result of the perceived threats to liberalism from the 
student radicals. Neo-conservatism is a starting point for analysing these political 
opinions, and one possible route for the later political stances of the New York 
Intellectuals, and also perhaps the one that would become the most influential due to 
the conservative shift in American politics after the 1960s, and presidential figures 
such as Ronald Regan and George W. Bush being associated with the title. Yet 
%ORRPDQG*HUVRQ¶VVKDWWHULQJRIWKH1HZ<RUN,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶ harmony is indicative 
of the broader trend as the sixties brought the post war consensus to a close. The 
responses by the New York Intellectuals to the Columbia riots therefore not only 
provide a uniquely interesting example of the diverging political opinions of this 
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influential group, but are perhaps also useful for analysing the possible political 
divergences available in a broader social context. The self referential and politically 
self aware nature of the New York Intellectuals, exemplified in round tables such as 
µ2XU &RXQWU\ DQG 2XU &XOWXUH¶ make their writings especially useful for exploring 
political stand points; their styles may be complex, but constant self and group 
appraisal makes what would otherwise be extremely complex political positions 
easier to access.  
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Section Two: Three Factions at Columbia 
 
Describing some of the main events that occurred at the Columbia uprising is 
of central importance for understanding how and why various people reacted to the 
VWXGHQWV¶ DFWLRQV1  Despite various accounts stressing different elements what is 
clear from piecing together these narratives is that the students, the faculty and the 
administration were the three main factions in the incident and that each of them had 
different agendas, but all of them saw the uprising as a historic moment. Student 
fliers made grandiose announcements VXFK DV ³$W  WKLV PRUQLQJ &ROXPELD
8QLYHUVLW\ GLHG´ ZKLOVW academic staff formed the Ad Hoc Faculty Group in an 
attempt to mediate between the administration and the students, a process that 
acknowledged the hard line positions of the two other factions, as the group¶s 
creation was based upon the need for a centre ground negotiator.2  One of the long 
term complaints leading up to protests that sparked the incidents on April 23rd 1968 
was the DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V SODQQHG building of a gym in Morningside Heights, which 
from the students¶ SHUVSHFWLYH ZDV VHHQ DV ³TXDVL-colonial disdain for the black 
community´GXH WR WKH ³building of a gymnasium (with a separate entrance for the 
JKHWWRLQDSXEOLFSDUN´3 TKHDGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶VYLHZed the gymnasium as necessary 
to compete with Ivy League universities that were not constrained by city 
campuses.4 This was one of the key issues that united both the SDS (Students for a 
Democratic Society) and the African-American student group SAS (Student Afro 
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Society) in protest on the day that sparked the uprising. The presence of the African-
American students and the university¶s relation to Harlem was later seen as key in 
the escalation of events, as the group ³SURYLGHGD WDFWLFDO FRXS LQ >WKHSURWHVWRUV¶@
dealings with the administration; it exaggerated the potential operational unity with 
+DUOHP EDVHG UDGLFDOV´ 5  Another long term complaint was the university¶s 
involvement in the IDA (Institute for Defence Analysis). In September 1967 the then 
president of Columbia, Greyson Kirk, had banned indoor protest. On March 27th of 
the following year six students had been suspended following an indoor 
demonstration against membership of the IDA, despite previous leniency towards 
indoor protests earlier in the year, a fact that led the students to suspect the 
administration of entrapment. The disciplined students became known as the IDA six. 
The protest was therefore not only about the administration¶s level of culpability in 
the Vietnam war but also an issue of student punishment and the right to protest, 
which would, over the course of the subsequent events, become the key element of 
the debate. The issue of the IDA was a complex one; GHVSLWH³UHDGLO\DFNQRZOHGJLQJ
PHPEHUVKLS´ WKHDGPLQLVWUDWLRQZDV ³QRW IRUWKFRPLQJDERXW WKHH[WHQWRIGHIHQFH-
UHODWHGVHFUHWUHVHDUFK´ZKLFKOHGWKH students to suspect the worst, when in reality 
the university held a relatively minor role and was willing to quickly cede to the 
students demand for IDA withdrawal.6 
 On April 23rd 1968 the students gathered in the grounds of Columbia 
University to protest the long term issues outlined. Three days prior to this Mark 
Rudd, the then leader of the Columbia SDS, VHQWDSXEOLFOHWWHUWR³XQFOH*UD\VRQ´
(Columbia President Grayson Kirk) outOLQLQJ WKUHH ³QRQQHJRWLDEOHGHPDQGV« [the] 
cessation of gym construction, ColXPELD¶V ZLWKGUDZDO IURP WKH ,'$ and no 
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disciplinary action against the Low [IDA] six.´7 It ended ³,¶OOXVH WKHZRUGVRI/H5RL
-RQHVZKR,¶PVXUH\RXGRQ¶W OLNHDZKROH ORW ³8SDJDLQVW WKHZDOOPRWKHUIXFNHU
WKLVLVDVWLFNXS´<RXUVIURPIUHHGRP0DUN5XGG´8 Supposedly emboldened with 
this kind of revolutionary rhetoric the first day¶s strike began.  By the GD\¶V end 
Hamilton Hall had been occupied by both Black and White students, with 
segregation later enforced by the Black students which forced the whites to take hold 
of Low Library DQGWKHSUHVLGHQW¶VRIILFH Whilst various different accounts attempt to 
DQDO\VH WKHZKLWH¶V UHDFWLRQ WR WKLVHQIRUFHGVHJUHJDWLRQGLIIHUHQWO\ Rick Perlstein 
VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW ³WKH ZKLWHV ZHUH JODG WR JLYH +DPLOWRQ +DOO XS WR EUDYH EODFN
PLOLWDQWV´ ZKLOVW (OOHQ 7ULPEHUJHU SHUKDSV PRUH EHOLHYDEO\ SUoposing that 
³KXPLOLDWHG, the white radicals decided spontaneously to break in and occupy the 
SUHVLGHQW¶VRIILFH´PRVWDJUHHWKDWWKHSUHVHQFHRIEODFNUDGLFDOVIXUWKHUHGWKHZKLWH 
VWXGHQWV¶ commitment and fuelled their radicalism. 9  As the strike continued five 
university buildings were occupied, the initial two, Hamilton Hall by the African 
American students, and Low Library which included WKHSUHVLGHQW¶VRIILFHZHUHWKHQ
joined by occupations of Fayerweather Hall. Architecture students also took up 
residence in Avery Hall, and Mathematics Hall was also occupied and led by SDS 
founder Tom Hayden who was VHHQ DV D ³KDUGOLQHU´ because of calls fRU ³VH[XDO
abstinence and ban[ing] the use of drugs,´ this, along with a complete non-
negotiation stance, saw Mathematics cast as the most radical group.10 The actual 
number of student occupiers gradually increased as time went on but even generous 
estimates never put them above 800, however the strikes and protests that followed 
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the police action were far more popular.11 As the protest continued a fresh demand 
for complete amnesty from punishment for all protestors sprang up, one which would 
come to dominate the proceedings and cause the most friction between students 
and the administration, with both parties ardently refusing to budge on either side of 
this demand. Counter protest groups were also set up by students and became a 
worry to the administration, who at the time EHOLHYHG ³IHDUV RI VWXGHQW RQ student 
violence and ensuing campus-community-racial confrontatLRQ´ to be ³UHDO
SRVVLELOLWLHV´DWYDULRXVSRLQWVthroughout previous protests and during the incidents 
in April and May, groups such as the Majority Coalition had caused minor incidents 
when attempting to intervene with SDS activity, yet their activity wDV ³OHVV
DVVLGXRXVO\FRYHUHGE\WKHSUHVV´SHUKDSVEHFDXVHLWFRXQWHUHGWKHSRVLWLRQWKDWDOO
students were radicals.12  
During this time the Ad Hoc Faculty Group was also founded in an attempt to 
mediate between the students and administration, by day six of the sit-ins they had 
drafted a list of five resolutions: 
1 ± Cancellation of the gym construction. 2- &ROXPELD¶VZLWKGUDZDOIURP
the IDA. 3 ± Establishment of tripartite disciplinary procedures. 4- 
Acceptance of the principle of collective punishment for the building 
occupiers. 5- The disavowal by the faculty of any party, students or 
administration, that refuses to accept these resolutions.13 
In terms of the reaction of the New York Intellectuals the Ad Hoc and other faculty 
groups are perhaps the most important faction in the debate. These liberal mediation 
attempts represented a middle ground between a conservative administration and a 
radical student body, and are some of the most commented on parts of the incident 
by the New York Intellectual respondents. The main aims of the group appeared to 
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be to keep police off campus and resolve the situation peacefully, even going as far 
as to make the tenacious resolution WKDW³XQWLO WKHFULVLV LVVHWWOHG´WR³VWDQGEHIRUH
the occupied buildings to prevent forcLEOH HQWU\ E\ SROLFH RU RWKHUV´14 Whilst their 
efforts for negotiation were to end in vain, the liberal faculty group no doubt 
SURORQJHGWKHFDOOLQJRIWKHSROLFHDQGWKHUHLVHYLGHQFHWRVXJJHVWWKDW³VRPHRIWKH
PRUH PRGHUDWH VWXGHQWV RFFXS\LQJ $YHU\ DQG )D\HUZHDWKHU´ ZHUH ³UHDG\ WR WDON
DERXW DOWHUDWLRQV WR FRPSOHWH DPQHVW\´ DV D UHVXOW RI WKH $G +RF )DFXOW\ *URXS¶V
negotiations.15 Despite this Police were called in on April 30th, the eighth day of the 
RFFXSDWLRQZKLFKUHVXOWHG LQ³WKHDUUHVWVRIDERXWVWXGHQWVDQGWKH LQMXULQJRI
 VWXGHQWV DQG IDFXOW\´16 It was this police action that was to prove the most 
publicised juncture in the events so far, not only bringing the attention of the global 
media due to the bloody scenes on campus, but also causing a huge upsurge in 
support for the student radicals. This is evidenced by the fact that around 800 
students partook in the sit-ins, but the subsequent student strike that lasted the 
remainder of the academic term, involved around 5000 active students, the main 
demands of which included the amnesty for punishment for the participants of the 
sit-ins. The huge upsurge in support was blamed on the bloody and violent actions 
that ensued from calling the police. The strike was divided however, between the 
"SDS-dominated Strike Coordinating Committee, intent on spreading the protest 
beyond the university, and Students for a Reconstructed University, focused on 
campus issues.´17 Further police action was also used for a second sit-in at Hamilton 
Hall, protesting the suspension of the IDA six. As a result of the events the 
administration cancelled classes for most of the final term and continued along its 
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hard line disciplinary road, suspending around 30 students. However, affiliation with 
the IDA ended, as did plans for the gym at Morningside Heights. The administration 
also created the Executive Committee of the Faculty to replace the Ad Hoc Faculty 
Group,  although unlike its predecessor it KDG ³UHDG\ DFFHVV WR WKH WUXVWHHV DQG
enjoyed the confidence to the administration,´ ZKRP WKH\ ³SXEOLFDOO\ VXSSRUWHG´
ZKLOVWSULYDWHO\SUHVVXULQJ WR³DGRSWDPRUHFRQFLOLDWRU\VWDQG´ WRZDUGVGLVFLSOLQH18 
7KLVJURXSZDVVHHQDVFRQVHUYDWLYHDQG³GLGQRWJDLQWKHFRQILGHQFHDQGVXSSRUW
RI WKH VWXGHQWV´ ZKLFK OHG WR WKH FUHDWLRQ RI WKH JURXS FDOOHG WKH ³,QGHSHQGHQW
)DFXOW\´WKDWPRUHFORVHO\UHODWHGWRWKHRULJLQDO$G+RF)DFXOW\*URXS.19 Whilst this 
is by no means a complete account of the events that occurred at Columbia, what it 
does attempt to do is draw together the necessary strands and factions required to 
understand the various issues at play in order to contextualise the New York 
,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶UHVSRQVHV20 
  
                                                          
 
18
 ElleŶ<ĂǇdƌŝŵďĞŐĞƌ ? ‘tŚǇĂZĞďĞůůŝŽŶĂƚŽůƵŵďŝĂ ? ? ? ? ? 
19
 Ibid.  
20
 For a very comprehensive resource, complete with photos, detailed timelines of events and a 
plethora of relevant documents see the website ŽůƵŵďŝĂ ? ? ? ?
http://beatl.barnard.columbia.edu/columbia68 
23 
 
Section Three: The New York Intellectuals React 
 
Within the contexts of a breakdown of the New York ,QWHOOHFWXDO¶V JURXS
dynamic, demise of the post war liberal consensus and a possible route into neo-
conservatism in mind, an exploration of the New York Intellectuals¶ responses to the 
incidents at Columbia outlined previously, can reveal much about their political 
leanings. Daniel Bell is a central figure for the New York Intellectuals in relation to 
WKH&ROXPELDXSULVLQJV'HVFULEHGDVSDUW RI WKH ³6HFRQG*HQHUDWLRQ´RI WKH1HZ
York Intellectuals by Neil Jumonville,1 he is also somewhat associated with the early 
neoconservative movement despite being, according to Mark Gerson, one of the few 
³OLIHORQJGHQLHUV´RIWKHODEHO2 Nonetheless Gerson postulates that ³LIDQLQWHOOHFWXDO
writes regularly for Commentary or The Public Interest, he is a neoconservative.´3 
Therefore being a founding editor of The Public Interest, along with Irving Kristol with 
whom he set up the journal in 1965, would be enough for Gerson to place Bell in the 
emerging neoconservative tradition, which was beginning its break from the liberal 
consensus at this time. Gerson suggests that the neoconservatives supposedly held 
³FRQWHPSWIRUWKH1HZ/HIW>WKDW@FDQQRWEHRYHUVWDWHG.´4 %HOO¶Vposition as a faculty 
member at Columbia at the time of the incidents places his reaction to the incidents 
in a prominent light to explore this neoconservative thesis. %HOO¶V written position is 
complicated by his personal involvement with the Ad Hoc Faculty Group and his later 
disavowals of this role. In reaction to Columbia DQG RWKHU VWXGHQW SURWHVWV %HOO¶V
journal, The Public Interest, SULQWHGDVSHFLDOHGLWLRQHQWLWOHGµ7KH8QLYHUVLWLHV¶IRULWV
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Autumn 1968 edition, covering a scale of reaction to events, which, if Gerson is to be 
believed, would come entirely from a nascent neoconservative position.5 
%HOOV¶DUWLFOHLQµ7KH8QLYHUVLWLHV¶LVVXHRIThe Public Interest, µ&ROXPELDDQG
the New Left,¶LV an effort WR³UHFRQVWUXFWWKHVDOLHQWHYHQWV´RIWKH&ROXPELDXSULVLQJ
From the start he attempts to discredit the protesting students.6 By placing the terms 
³VLHJH´³LQVXUUHFWLRQ´DQG³UHEHOOLRQ´ LQ LQYHUWHGcommas he distances himself from 
them, disregarding them as hyperbole, an idea more directly indicated when he 
describes their lexicon as ³H[WUDYDJDQW.´7 He affords similar WUHDWPHQW WR WKH6'6¶V
complaints against Columbia¶V³FRPSOLFLW\´LQWKH9LHWQDP:DUDQGWKHLUFODLPVDVWR
LWV ³LQVWLWXWLRQDO UDFLVP,´ inverted commas once again distancing him from, and 
therefore undermining, these claims.8 These elements combined, open his appraisal 
of the situation with immediate, but somewhat veiled condescension for the students, 
particularly the language they use to justify their actions and political positions. 
+RZHYHU%HOO¶VSRVLWLRQWKURXJhout the article is more subtle than outright contempt, 
a stance that would have been unwise to take given his faculty role, and any written 
disdain is complicated, and even compromised by his role in the Ad Hoc Faculty 
Group that negotiated between students and administration. Robert A. McCaughey 
VXJJHVWVWKDW³3URIHVVRURIVRFLRORJ\'DQLHO%HOOVHL]HGZKDWSDVVHGIRUWKHFHQWUH
ground with motions that called on the students of Hamilton and Low to vacate those 
buildings immediately and for the creation of a faculty-student-administration 
FRPPLWWHH WRGHDOZLWKDOOGLVFLSOLQDU\PDWWHUV«+HDOVRDWWDFKHG WRKLV UHVROXWLRQ
                                                          
 
5
 'ĞƌƐŽŶƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ŶĞŽĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ ?ǁĂƐŶŽƚƵƐĞĚĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇƵŶƚŝůƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?ŝƚ
is an accurate description of the Commentary ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŵŝĚ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ? ? ?'ĞƌƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ?'ŝǀĞŶ
his previous yoking of Commentary and The Public Interest and the intellectual cadre that the two 
journals shared at this time, it is safe to suggest that he also infers The Public Interest  in this 
assumption. 
6
 ĂŶŝĞůĞůů ? ‘ŽůƵŵďŝĂĂŶĚƚŚĞEĞǁůĞĨƚ ? ?The Public Interest, No.13 (Fall 1968).61. 
7
 Ibid. 
8
 Ibid. 
25 
 
WKH IROORZLQJ VWDWHPHQW ³ZH EHOLHYH WKDW DQ\ GLIIHUHQFHV KDYH WR EH VHWWOHG
peacefully and we trust that police action will not be used.´9 %HOO¶VUROHLQWKH group is 
also discussed by Alexander %ORRPZKRVXJJHVWVWKDW%HOO³ILJXUHGSURPLQHQWO\´ LQ
the Ad Hoc Faculty Group ZKRVH PDLQ JRDOV ZHUH WR ³PHGLDWH EHWZHHQ VWXGHQWV
and administration and to keep police off campus.´ 10  Bloom highlights the group¶V 
resolution to place themselves between police and students, if the administration 
were to call them in. This would imply a slightly left of centre middle ground that 
offered marginally more support to the students in its negotiations than the 
administration, of which Bloom sees Bell as a central part. An interview with Eric 
Bentley published in 3DUWLVDQ5HYLHZ¶Vresponse to the incidents, µ&ROXPELD6HYHQ
Interviews,¶ DOVR H[SORUHV %HOO¶V SRVLWLRQ on the Ad Hoc Faculty Group. Bentley is 
clearly an overt supporter of the students who openly, and somewhat arrogantly, 
compares himself with Noam Chomsky and Herbert Marcuse in order to position 
KLPVHOI RQ WKH UDGLFDO RU LQ KLV ZRUGV ³UHYROXWLRQDU\´ VLGH RI WKH LQWHllectual 
spectrum.11 %HQWOH\ VXJJHVWV WKDW KH ³IRXQG KLPVHOI DSSURYLQJ´ RI PDQ\ RI %HOO¶V
propositions during the Ad Hoc IDFXOW\PHHWLQJVGHVSLWH ODWHUGLVDJUHHLQJZLWK³KLV
belief in pure procedure, in pure non-ideology,´ RUHQWLUHO\³YDOXHIUHH´QHJRWLDWions, a 
position that was intended ³FRRO WKH ERLOLQJ DQWDJRQLVWV .LUN DQG 5XGG´ GHVSLWH
ambiguities over ³H[DFWO\ ZKDW SRVLWLRQV HLWKHU ZRXOG WDNH´12 Bentley is accusing 
Bell of complete value free management, of creating a centre even when the two 
extremes are unknown, or a style of politics based on technicalities rather than any 
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morality. If we read Bentley as a radical who firmly viewed Bell as a more 
conservative, or at least less morally guided thinker, then what his interview shows 
us is that Bell was engaged in a negotiation effort that drew support from a politically 
diverse faculty and firmly located itself in a centrist position, between a conservative 
administration and radical students. Even if his purpose for the group was entirely a 
practical one, his procedural politics entailed a leftward lean in order to achieve its 
goals. 
 Many sources indicate that Bell had a central role in this negotiation effort, 
yet in µ&ROXPELDDQGWKH1HZ/HIW¶ Bell plays down his role as a mediator, claiming 
that hH³WRRNWKHLQLWLDWLYH´LQWKHPDWWHURIWKHFUHDWLRQRID³FHQWUDOSODFHIRUIDFXOW\
LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG GLVFXVVLRQ´ EXW WKDW KH ³ZDV RXW RI WRZQ ZKHQ WKH $G +RF
&RPPLWWHHZDVIRUPDOO\FUHDWHG´DQGODWHU³FR-RSWHGWRPHPEHUVKLS´13 These later 
disavowals suggeVWWKDW%HOO¶VDFWLRQVDW&ROXPELD in the heat of the moment were at 
odds with his reasoned political opinion as expressed in the article, namely a more 
negative position towards the students, albeit a veiled one. His article is somewhat 
compromised due to the sympathetic nature of the Ad hoc Faculty Group, whom 
afforded greater respect for the students than the administration, most of the public 
press and perhaps most of the faculty (membership of the Ad Hoc group was limited 
DQG WHQGHG WR EH \RXQJHU PHPEHUV RI VWDII ZKR ZHUH ³PRUH V\PSDWKHWLF WR the 
students than other faculty.)´14 His denial runs counter to a host of other historical 
evidence, by downplaying his role Bell is perhaps flagging up a level of shame for his 
previous support for the students. Bell certainly admits at least some part in the 
mediation, but insists that certain elements of the Ad Hoc group¶VPHWKRGV³SUREDEO\
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VHUYHG WR VKDUSHQ WKH FRQIURQWDWLRQ´ DQG WKDW KH ³VKDUHG LQ WKLV PLVWDNH´ Dn 
admission that clearly defines at least some role in the Committee, but also 
demonstrates later critique of its methods.15 :KDW LVFOHDU LV WKDW%HOO¶V UROHRQ WKH
FRPPLWWHH SODFHG KLP LQ D IDU PRUH FHQWULVW SRVLWLRQ WKDQ *HUVRQ¶V PRQROLWKLF
neoconservative contempt, that in fact, during the incidents themselves at least, Bell 
afforded a surprising amount of sympathy for radical activist politics. %HOO¶VDQDO\VLV
of the Ad Hoc negotiations also highlights this position. He claims the negotiations 
ZHUHD³ELWWHUSLOO´IRUERWKDGPLQLVWUDWLRQDQGVWXGHQW. Yet some of the committees¶
demands (DQG E\ H[WHQVLRQ %HOO¶V if McCaughey, Bloom and Bentley are to be 
believed), clearly favoured the students¶ own, calling for LQ %HOO¶V ZRUGV ³WKH
VXVSHQVLRQ RI ZRUN RQ WKH J\PQDVLXP´ DQG JURXS SXQLVKPHQWV WR HQVXUH ³VWULNH
leaders would not be singled out,´ 16  as well as demands such as ColXPELD¶V
withdrawal from the IDA which was also shared by the students.17 The students had 
to accept the failure of the demand for amnesty, but in the very least the Ad Hoc 
Faculty Group wanted to reduce the administration¶V SURVSHFWLYH SXQLVKPHQWV. As 
SDUWRIWKLVIDFXOW\JURXS%HOO¶VUROHcreates more nuances than *HUVRQ¶VDVVXPSWLRQ
WKDW ³WKH VWXGHQWV ZHUH ODXGHG´ E\ WKHLU SURIHVVRUV DQG WKDW WKH QHRFRQVervatives 
EHOLHYHGWKDW³OLEHUDOLQWHOOHFWXDOVKDGEHFRPH«HQWUDQFHGE\WKHFDXVHVRIUDGLFDO
students.´ 18 In fact %HOO¶VUROHWKRXJKQRWKLVODWHUFRPPHQWVRQWKHLQFLGHQWVFRXOG
be read as a position of a liberal professor if not encouraging, then certainly not 
condemning the student uprisings. What is clear is that between the actual events 
and his subsequent writings, Bell had at least a minor political realignment. 
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 Throughout the rest of µ&ROXPELD DQG WKH 1HZ /HIW¶ Bell attempts to place 
together all the relevant strands in order to explain the events that he sees as 
³LQFRPSUHKHQVLEOH´ JLYHQ WKH IDFW WKDW ³&ROXPELD KDG QRW EHHQ JRLQJ IURP EDG WR
ZRUVH´ WR KLP WKH HYHQWV VHHP WR EH DQ DEHUUDWLRQ19 Whilst the article is clearly 
derogatory towards the SDS organisers, particularly Mark Rudd whom he describes 
as ³D KXONLQJ VODFN IDFHG \RXQJ PDQ ZLWK D SURJQDWKLF MDZ´ he also attacks the 
DFWLRQV RI WKH DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ GHVFULELQJ WKHP DV ³VORZ DQG OXPEHULQJ,´ and 
especially the police whom he blames for the radicalisation of the students whilst 
also FULWLFLVLQJWKHPIRU³VLPSO\UXQQLQJZLOG´DJDLQVWSHRSOHQRWHYHQLQYROYHGLQWKH
actual occupations.20 It is clear however, despite his mediation, that Bell did view the 
VWXGHQWVZLWKVRPHGLVGDLQPRFNLQJWKHLU³DVVHUWLYHOHDS´LQPDNLQJWKHXQLYHUVLW\D
³PLFURFRVPRIVRFLHW\´LQRUGHUWRGR³ZKDW6'6FRXOGQRWGRWRWKHODUJHUVRFLHW\«
WRZUHFNLW´21 The attitudes expressed in this article clearly show a man in transition. 
,W LVYLDEOH WRVXJJHVW WKDW%HOO¶V ODWHUDWWDFNVRQWKHVWXGHQWV LQ µ&ROXPELDDQGWKH
1HZ/HIW¶DUHDNLQGRIGHIHQVLYHVFUHHQWRKLGHKLVHDUOLHUPRUHPRGHUDWHUROHRQ
the Ad Hoc Faculty Group, and even if this were not the case he still critiques the 
administration and the police, although admittedly in a far more limited sense than 
the students, therefore his position is somewhat floating and perhaps representative 
of the anti-ideology of which his fellow Columbia professor Eric Bentley charges 
him.22  After all Bell published The End of Ideology in 1960 and his role as editor of 
The Public Interest supposedly entailed providing a value free sociological journal. 
His breakdown of the Columbia incidents, whilst clearly offering certain objective 
viewpoints, is reflective of the difficulty of this anti-ideological position; he never 
clearly falls down on either side, the radical activist position of the students or the 
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more traditional conservatism of the administration, but both his actions and 
elements of his lexicon do suggest failed attempts to remain impartial. In offering 
glimpses of disdain for WKH VWXGHQW UDGLFDOV WKH FRQVHUYDWLYH DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V
blundering and, supposedly, the Ad Hoc )DFXOW\ *URXS¶V failings (despite his own 
role in them) he is defining himself in opposition to these elements. Whilst opposition 
to the radical students is often cited as a key early neoconservative trope, Bell 
attempts to maintain neutrality despite his role as an implicated observer, something 
that sets him aside from more overtly ideological figures such as Norman Podhoretz 
and Irving Kristol, both doyens of the intellectual neoconservative tradition, whose 
RXWVSRNHQQDWXUHRQPDQ\VXEMHFWVSODFHV%HOO¶VPRUHQHXWUDO register outside the 
realm of neoconservative vision.  Saving extra scorn for the students over the 
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQLVLQGLFDWLYHRIWKHµOHYHO¶RILGHROogy of the parties. The students were 
certainly the most ardent users of rhetoric and ideologically charged politics and 
therefore posed WKHJUHDWHVWWKUHDWWR%HOO¶VQHXWUDOQXFOHXV 
The piece suggests that Bell sees a crisis in liberalism, but this does not 
necessarily mean he is disregarding it as a political mode+H LGHQWLILHVWKH³VLQJOH
source for the crisis in liberalism ± apart from the Vietnam War ± [as] the complexity 
RIRXUVRFLDOSUREOHPV«WKHROGVLPSOLFLWLHVDERXW³PRUH´VFKRROV«RUHYHQ³EHWWHU´
VFKRROV«KDYHQRWSURYHGYHU\XVHIXOLQEUHDNLQJWKHF\FOHRISRYHUW\,´ suggesting 
a questioning of the current political climate, as would be expected given the 
realignment in his level of support for the students after being given time to dwell on 
the significance of the situation.23  This process leads him to question liberalism 
along almost entirely pragmatic, non ideological grounds; in his analysis the old 
questions are those of quantity, of concrete managerial type politics, presumably 
which need replacing with more complicated and situation specific agendas that 
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would imply a degree of specialisation not suited to an ideologically charged political 
mode. Alongside this hHSODFHVWKH6'6WDFWLFVDV³WKHODVWJDVSVRIDURPDQWLFLVP
VRXUHGE\UDQFRXUDQGLPSRWHQFH´ZKLFKGHVSLWHLWV GRRPHGQDWXUHGRHVUDLVH³UHDO
TXHVWLRQV´ DV WR WKH QDWXUH RI ³KLHUDUFKLFDO GHFLVLRQ PDNLQJ´ DQG GHVLUH IRU
broadened participation in the institutions that affected WKHLUOLYHV´24 These questions 
turn the abstract student radicalism into concrete problems for political 
representation and participation, and are perhaps some of the most revealing in the 
SLHFHDVWR%HOO¶VSRVLWLRQ,UYLQJ.ULVWROKDVGHVFULEHG%HOODVD³UDULW\«>DQ@KRQHVW-
to goodness social-democratic intellectual,´ playfully accusing him RI ³EHOLHI LQ D
mixed economy, a two-SDUW\ V\VWHP« DQG RWKHU OLEHUDO KHUHVLHV´25 Read in this 
sense he sees the students as a radical threat to the largely liberal political climate of 
the time that he would presumably support, but a threat that nonetheless raised 
acute questions that were useful for liberal reform of institutions such as the 
university, if taken out of the students radical activist mode. His final statements 
reveal this. With a degree of cynicism towards the effectiveness of Columbia to 
engage in worthwhile reform, he asserts that the university should make  
the fullest commitment to being a participatory institution to an extent 
consonant with its full responsibilities. This means, of course, neither 
student power not faculty power not any such shibboleths, but the 
definition of areas of rights and powers and responsibilities appropriate 
to the division of function and place in the university itself. Unless it takes 
those steps convincingly, to enlarge that participation, the university - 
and Columbia - may be forced to the wall by those who, in the words of 
)LGHO&DVWURWKDWWKH1HZ/HIWKDVDGRSWHGDUH³JXHUULOODVLQWKHILHOGRI
FXOWXUH´26 
 His thought therefore cannot be conclusively categorised as an emerging 
neoconservative position, nor can it be suggested that he is a liberal in defence of 
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student disdain for American societyUHSUHVHQWDWLYHRID³OHIWZDUGGULIW´ He attacks 
the students for their ideologically charged radicalism but instead of acting in a 
reactionary, traditionally conservative manner, he resorts to complete non-ideology 
with a largely neutral tone.  He also attacks the administration and is cynical in their 
ability to effect worthwhile change. His attacks are on the overtly ideological parties 
on either side of his debate and his response to the incidents remains almost entirely 
specific to the university. He may briefly discuss a crisis in liberalism but his main 
conclusions relate to the university. This suggests that his position is a utilitarian 
liberal centrist position; he is unwilling to draw on the readily available broader social 
implications of the New Left that the other respondents to the incidents do, such as 
the draft and the Vietnam War, therefore hiding any ideologically charged opinions 
from view and remaining neutral. His position on the Ad Hoc Faculty Group might 
suggest a broadly left liberal outlook, but his written response implies, as Bentley 
does, that he is someone transfixed on pure procedure, on ³pure non-ideology.´27 
The veiled disdain for students almost becomes surplus, merely evidence of his 
transition deeper into a mode that reacts against their ideology, not with an ideology 
of its own, but with technocratic management. 
 µ7KH 8QLYHUVLWLHV¶ edition of The Public Interest also includes an article 
HQWLWOHGµ7KDW*HQHUDWLRQ*DS¶E\6DPXHOLubell, which provides an interesting look 
at the issues facing students, and whilst not a direct look at Columbia, its editorial 
SODFHPHQWQH[WWR%HOO¶VDUWLFOHPHDQVLWLQIOXHQFHs the subject. /XEHOO¶VHYLGHQFHLV
made up from a series of interviews on various campuses that compare the socio-
economic backgrounds of a spectrum of students to their political attitudes on 
various subjects+HVXJJHVWV WKDW ³WKH UHDOO\ LPSRUWDQWFKDOOenge to universities is 
FRPLQJQRWIURPDJLWDWLRQIRU³VWXGHQWSRZHU´EXWIURPSUHVVXUHVRULJLQDWLQJRXWVLGH
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RI FDPSXV´ DQG WKDW ³RQO\ RQH LQ HYHU\ WHQ VWXGHQWV LQWHUYLHZHG VKRZHG GUDVWLF
FKDQJHV IURP WKHLU SDUHQWV´ 28  In effect he undermines the scaremongering 
surrounding student uprisings by somewhat negating generational discord and 
pointing out other issues of causality. His findings do concur with some of the 
criticisms of the New Left, that their SDUHQW¶V wealth allows them the comfort to do 
other thinJVFRPSDUHGWR³LIWKHZKLSRISRYHUW\KDGVWLOOWREHREH\HG.´29 Yet far from 
implying that students were ³PRQXPHQWDOO\VSRLOHG´DV*HUVRQwould suggest of the 
neoconservatives, his attitude towards the end of the piece actually creates 
sympathy for the students. 30 HH ODPHQWV WKH GUDIW DV D ³WUXO\ WUDJLF DFWLRQ RI WKH
government ± one which, as long as it is persisted, will remain a major disturber of 
WKHVRFLDOSHDFH´DQGDQDFWLRQWKDWNHSWWKHVWXGHQWVLQ³QHHGOHVVXQFHUWDLQW\DVWR
their career paths IURP HLJKWHHQ WR WZHQW\ VL[´31 3ODFHG MXVW EHIRUH %HOO¶V PRUH
critical piece towards the students in the journal, the article¶s sympathy for the 
students facing the draft and its attempts to explore the generation gap demonstrate 
a nuanced exploration of student movements by The Public Interest at this time. 
What Lubell µV DUWLFOH shows is our inability to make monolithic the opinions about 
any of the journals in question, as The Public Interest clearly had a varied editorial 
line at the time. /XEHOO¶V V\PSathetic position in fact represents a reasoned liberal 
centre ground that attempts to mediate between press reactions to the student 
protest and counter cultures and the actual pressures facing the students, 
presenting a reasoned academic approach to the situation. By concluding on a 
sympathetic note he is not endorsing student culture, but is merely presenting a 
logical take on the situation if ideologically charged generational conflict is removed. 
The idea that WKHGUDIWLVLQIDFWDPDVVLYHQHJDWLYHIRUFHRQWKHVWXGHQWV¶OLYHVDQG
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that, scaremongering aside, the problem runs deeper than blaming it entirely on 
campus activism.  
 /LNH%HOO¶VDUWLFOH'LDQD7ULOOLQJ¶Vµ2QWKH6WHSVRIWKH/RZ/LEUDU\¶SXEOLVKHG
in Commentary in response to the Columbia incidents, provides another unique lens 
on the situation. As the wife of the famous faculty member and New York Intellectual, 
Lionel Trilling (although it must be noted Diana herself is also included within the 
New YRUN ,QWHOOHFWXDOJURXSHQWLUHO\RQKHURZQPHULWE\PDQ\KLVWRULDQV'LDQD¶V
article also comes from the position of an implicated participant of the situation, but 
unlike the other respondents in this survey, she has no institutional ties that would 
servH WR WHPSHUKHUSRVLWLRQ :KHQUHIOHFWLQJRQ7ULOOLQJ¶VSLHFH$OH[DQGHU%ORRP
VXJJHVWVWKDWGHVSLWH³KDYLQJKDUVKZRUGVIRUWKHVWXGHQWV´VKHKDG³WZRFRQIOLFWLQJ
LQVWLQFWVRIWKHPRPHQWSROLWLFDODQGPDWHUQDO´32 Bloom suggests that the language 
Trilling XVHVTXRWLQJ³WKHZDLORIDFKLOGFRPLQJRXWRID WDQWUXP´ LPSOLHV WKDWVKH
³UHPDLQHGWKHXQLYHUVLW\PRWKHU´ implying that somehow her attacks are tempered 
by µmaternal¶ feelings for both the students and the university.33 Bloom seems to 
reach this conclusion by wrongly applying this metaphoric language, something 
7ULOOLQJXVHVWRGHPHDQWRVWXGHQWV¶DFWLYLWLHVDVFKLOGLVKWRWKHZKROHRIWKHSLHFH
creating a confused reading of an almost entirely critical essay and undermining her 
as an intellectual. She is certainly protective of the university, but to suggest that this 
comes from a maternal point of view is a somewhat sexist reading of her essay. 
What emerges from exploration of her article in regards to the students is a scathing 
attack and a detailed exploration of the failings of liberalism, none of which appear to 
be tempered by any µmaternal¶ feelings.  
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 8VLQJ 0DLOHU¶V Armies of the Night and its subject, the march on The 
Pentagon, as a comparison to the &ROXPELD XSULVLQJ 7ULOOLQJ¶V RSHQLQJ section 
PDNHV FOHDU GLVWLQFWLRQV EHWZHHQ WKH WZR SURWHVWV ³WRXFK ZLWK KRVWLOH KDQGV WKH
building which houses your Department of Defence and you perhaps flick the soul of 
\RXUQDWLRQ<RXKDYHPDGHDVWDWHPHQWEXW\RXKDYHQRWGHOLYHUHGGHDWK«7RXFK
a university with hostile hands and the blood you draw is immediate and copious and 
UHDO´34 In such metaphorical language Trilling creates a distinction between the two 
events based upon the personal stakes for the participants. Whilst there may have 
been the GDQJHUWKDWWKH³PDUFKHUVPLJKWEHFOXEEHGRUWKDWWHDUJDVRUPDFHPLJKW
EHXVHGDJDLQVW WKHP´DW WKH3HQWDJRQ LQFLGHQW WKH\IDFHGDFKRLFHRI ³KRZPXFK
discomfort [they were] SUHSDUHG WR WDNH´ DQG ³QR FDUHHU RU ROG FRPPLWPHQW RU ROG
loyalty or even old friendship was at stake, as in the university event which continued 
for long weeks and involved daily, hourly decisions of men whose professional lives 
are inextricably interwoven with HDFKRWKHUDQGZLWK WKH OLIHRI&ROXPELD´35 Trilling 
clearly feels a personal affiliation with the university; her hyperbolic metaphoric 
language reveals the extent of her emotions regarding the event. It is not necessarily 
protesting per se that is wrong, but the chosen site and the myriad of possible 
personal challenges facing unwitting participants, the professors and staff who have 
EHHQIRUFHG LQWR WKHVLWXDWLRQE\ WKHSURWHVWRUV7ULOOLQJ¶VDUJXPHQW LPSOLHV WKDW WKH
academic staff at the university had no choice but to get involved, to put their careers 
and loyalties on the line, yet it must be noted that the formation of the Ad Hoc 
Faculty Group was entirely voluntary; whether or not individual professors felt 
ideologically forced into negotiation is another question. She takes issue with the 
IUDPLQJ RI WKH UHYROW DV D UHYROXWLRQ DV ³LQ DQ\ UHYROXWLRQ QR PDWWHU KRZ
FLUFXPVFULEHGZHFDQDVVXPH WKDW WKH UDWLRQDOHRIRQH¶VRZQGLUHFWDFWLRQ LV WKDW
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RQHLVDFWLQJDJDLQVWDQDJJUHVVLYHIRUFH´6KHVXJJHVWVWKDWWKH6'6¶VSUHPLVHWKat 
³7KH XQLYHUVLW\ DORQH ERUH UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU WKH XSULVLQJ´ WKDW ZDV LQQDWH LQ WKHLU
GHPDQGV IRU DPQHVW\ ³PDNHV WKRXJKW XQQHFHVVDU\´ 36  Paradoxically, whilst 
categorising the students as unthinking, she also examines the very logic they use to 
create their goals. Whilst doing so, however, she demonstrates contempt for these 
goals and blanket support for the university as aQ LGHD LIQRW&ROXPELD¶V particular 
administration. Her tone of condemnation continues throughout the piece, describing 
the students aVFKLOGUHQVXJJHVWLQJ WKHLUSURWHVWVZHUH³WKHZDLORIDFKLOGFRPLQJ
RXW RI D WDQWUXP´37),  portraying their claims that the university was racist were a 
³WRWDOHUURU´DQGJRLQJWRJUHDWOHQJWKVWRGHVFULEHWKHLUdestructive actions such as  
shouting at a FRXSOHFURVVLQJ WKHFDPSXV ³JRKRPHDQGGLH\RXROGSHRSOH´DQG
urinating in offices, the effect of which is to play down the goals of the protest and 
instead draws attention to the activistV¶ WDFWLFV, which in this light, appear 
questionable at best.38 
 Despite opening with an DWWDFN RQ WKH VWXGHQWV¶ actions Trilling does offer 
some limited support for their goals at points. While she rubbishes claims such as 
the Morningside Heights gym EHLQJUDFLVWSRLQWLQJRXWWKDWWKH³EDFNHQWUDQFH´WKH
students had cause to complain about on the grounds of segregation  was actually 
practical, she also offers support for some, albeit more abstract, student 
grievances.39 She suggests WKDW ³HVSHFLDOO\ in the graduate schools which are the 
more crowded and anonymous sections of the university,´VWXGHQWVKDYHUHDVRQIRU
complaint, and even protest, but VKH LV ³XQDEOH WR ORFDWH VXIILFLHQW UHDVRQ IRU D
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UHYROXWLRQ´40 Yet even in her limited support for the need to restructure the university 
Trilling still offers no support for the methods employed. Whilst she also objects to 
WKH³EUXWDOLW\RIWKHSROLFH´RQWKHPRUQLQJWKDWWKHSURWHVWVZHUHEUoken up, here she 
is not supporting the protestors but lamenting tKH DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V LQHSWLWXGH, as 
SROLFH DFWLRQ FUHDWHG WKH VLWXDWLRQ ZKHUH ³HYHU\RQH VWXGHQWV DQG IDFXOW\ QRW WR
mention the public, blamed the university for the ugliness of the police. The SDS 
FRXOGQRWKDYHKRSHGIRUDJUHDWHUYLFWRU\´41 She suggests that the administration is 
³VLPSOH-mindedly jealous for its own safety and yet so inadequate in crisis,´ D
conclusion reached on the basis of the New Left¶V attempts to ³SROLWLFLVH´ WKH
unpolitical;´E\IRUFLQJWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLRQWR³UHYHDOLWVHOILQWKH worst possible aspect´
WKH\ FRQILUP ³the radical assumption of its basic and entire unsoundness or 
FRUUXSWLRQ´42 Thus, what may appear as limited support for the students is in fact 
support for one of their minor goals, the restructuring of the university. The attack on 
the administration once again, like Bell¶V, does not mean support for the students, 
but instead represents a middle ground. However, the position between 
administration and student does not mean a political middle ground and Trilling 
certainly appears more dogmatic, conservative and certainly more ideologically and 
morally charged than Bell, which is particularly evident in her metaphoric language. 
Towards the end of the article, Trilling uses the Columbia events as a 
springboard to explore wider ranging political and social issues, thus demonstrating 
WKH V\PEROLF LPSRUWDQFH WKDW VKH VHHV LQ WKH µDWWDFN¶ RQ WKH XQLYHUVLW\ She first 
attempts to explain support for the students from liberals as being borne out of a 
³fear under which people of conscience now live of being looked upon as 
FRQVHUYDWLYH´ FRPSDULQJ OLEHUDO VXSSRUW RI WKH VWXGHQWV WR OLEHUDOLVP KDYLQJ ³WKH
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ORQJKDELWRIH[FXVLQJ´&RPPXQLVP³RQKLVWRULFJURXQGV´ZLWKWKHPDQWUD³ZKDWULJKW
KDYHZHWRDFFXVHRWKHUVZKHQRXURZQKRXVHLVLQVXFKSRRURUGHU"´43 The student 
protests here become a conduit through which to explore what she sees as the 
problematic nature of liberalism as a political mode, particularly in its inability to 
make strong judgements against oppositional politics. She does not immediately 
lambast this thought, but instead suggests that it is perfectly reasonable to ³ZHOFRPH
a movement of the young directed to the reconstitution of the democratic ideal´
however it is clear from her previous attacks on the students that she feels this point 
of view is in part due to a  misinterpretation of their demands and activist methods in 
the press, whom ³UHSRUWHGQRQHRI WKHREVFHQLWLHV´DQGZKRFRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQ
³OHVV FDSDEOH RI JHWWLQJ WR WKH KHDUW RI WKH VLWXDWLRQ´44 Here the press, for their 
misrepresentations, and the administration, for calling the police (both actions that  
garnered support for the students) are blamed for diverting attention away from the 
realities of the events. They are accused of allowing a moderate liberal stance to the 
students to dominate. This is a fresh manifestation of the McCarthy era issues that 
the New York Intellectuals were embroiled in as liberal anti-Communists in the 1950s; 
the New Left becomes the new enemy within, which causes factionalism within the 
liberal hegemony thus threatening its existence. 
In typecasting supporters of the students as µliberal¶ Trilling then goes on to 
discuss liberalism in a broader sense, suggesting that: 
If liberalism lacks the fortitude and intelligence to stand up to the New 
Left, if it deceives itself that the principles of liberalism betrayed by our 
present democratic establishment now depend for their preservation on 
support of the contemporary revolution, it will have a major responsibility 
for the triumph of reaction in this country.45 
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What Trilling is opposing is the weakness of liberalism to stand up to the New Left, 
suggesting that in acquiescing to any of their demands they are only exacerbating 
the issue. Trilling does not support what the students oppose, but she certainly does 
not support the students themselves. Their tactics and lack of political intelligence 
are clearly defined as negative throughout the piece and she defiQHVWKHPDV³DQWL-
OLEHUDO´ LQ their opposition to the Ad Hoc Faculty Group and the administration 
UHJXODUO\ FLWLQJ 0DUN 5XGG¶V GLVPLVVDO RI WKH $G +RF¶V QHJRWLDWLRQV ZLWK D VLPSOH
³EXOOVKLW´DVWHVWDPHQWWR WKLV.46  The intention of the article seems to be a rallying 
call to liberalism, to end support for the New Left. She DLPV WR ³FDXWLRQ DJDLQVW
FDSLWXODWLRQWRWKHUHYROXWLRQGHVLJQHGE\WKH1HZ/HIW´ZKLOVWDOVR³FDXWLRQQROHVV
against the comfortable assumption that liberalism has only to shine up its old 
medals and resurrect its old rhetoric of responsibility to be equal to the actual 
UHVSRQVLELOLW\ WKDW QRZ GHYROYHV XSRQ LW´47 From the article, it appears Trilling is 
suggesting that the emergence of the student protest movement has thrown another 
factor into the equation, which old liberals, who opposed the Vietnam war and 
supported other aspects of the students demands, must now respond to in a strong 
fashion, especially given WKH VWXGHQWV¶ H[WUHPH WDFWLFV. Thus the activism of the 
students becomes a larger political rallying cry and instils events like Columbia with 
far greater symbolic significance. Her political stand point here appears to be a 
hardened form of liberalism, one that does not tolerate excessive threats to its own 
hegemony, either in the form of the New Left or Communism, a form of liberalism 
that is imbued with a certain conservative anti-radicalism. Whilst she has not yet 
abandoned liberalism as a political form, her tone suggests her tolerance for the 
open-minded weakness is wearing thin, and that she is in fact nearing a more neo-
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conservative mode of thought (although she is clearly not fully part of this political 
spectrum, as figures like Gerson might suggest). The penultimate paragraph of her 
article ends on one of the strongest affirmations of this idea; ³[Robert] Kennedy 
believes in the possibility of our society and Hayden believes that our society must 
be destroyed,´DVWDWHPHQWWKDWVXPVXSKHUDUJXPHQWVRIOLEHUDOLVPas diametrically 
opposed to the radicalism of the students, therefore tolerance of a threat to the 
hegemony cannot be an accepted position and anti-radicalism must prevail, an idea 
that encapsulates the whole tone of her piece.48 
 In the next issue of Commentary the poet Robert Lowell, whom Trilling briefly 
mentions in her piece due to his association with Mailer at the march on the 
Pentagon, RIIHUV VRPH FULWLFLVPV RI 7ULOOLQJ¶V SLHFH WR ZKLFK VKH UHVSRQGV /RZHOO
TXHVWLRQVZKDW7ULOOLQJKDV³GRQHIRUOLEHUDOLVP´WKHQLURQLFDOO\OLVWVD³UHFRUGclear of 
agitation about the Vietnam War, clear of a feverish concern for the drafting of 
UHOXFWDQW\RXQJPHQ«IUHHRIDQHUYRXVIHDUDERXWWKe militarization of our country,´ 
claiming she LV³PRUHSUHRFFXSLHGZLWK WKH OLWWOHYLROHQFHRI WKHXQDUPHG´VWXGHnts 
than these other ills.49 He then goes on to dispel  ideas that sharing the students¶ 
anti-militarization political goals necessarily means full support for the New Left, and 
pronounces that  KH ³might wish to be a hundred percent pro-VWXGHQW´ EXW takes 
LVVXH ZLWK WKHLU LGHDOLVDWLRQ RI ILJXUHV VXFK DV 0DR DQG 6WDOLQ GHFODULQJ WKDW ³QR
cause is pure enough to support these faces,´ and then likening the students to the 
ROGHUJHQHUDWLRQ³WKH\DUHRQO\XV\RXQJHUDQGWKHYLROHQFHWKDWKDVEHWUD\HGour 
GHVLUHV ZLOO DOVR EHWUD\ WKHLUV LI WKH\ WUXVW LW´ 50  Despite disapproving of the 
idealisation of these Communist figures Lowell seems to forgive it as the same 
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youthful experimentation that many of the New York Intellectuals dabbled in, and as 
something they will later regret. /RZHOO¶VVWDWHPHQWRISROLWLFDOEHOLHIKLVFOHDUGLVGain 
for American militarisation, support for the New Left and critique of American foreign 
policy seems akin to what standard definitions of neo-conservatism suggest it 
reacted against in its nascent stages; a Liberal critique of American society, 
HVSHFLDOO\ IRUHLJQSROLF\ WKURXJKD1HZ/HIW OHQVRUD ³OHIWZDUGGULIW´ LQ$PHULFDQ
Liberalism.51 7ULOOLQJ¶VUHWRUWDFFXVHV/RZHOORIPRUDOUHODWLYLVPLQKLVSDFLILVPEHLQJ
able to maNHGLVWLQFWLRQVEHWZHHQYLROHQFHRUDVVKHSXWV LW ³OHW¶VZDVK WKHSLVV
XQGHU.LUN¶VFDUSHWDQGNHHSRXUPLQGVRQQDSDOP.´52 6KH IHHOVKHUVHOI ³XQDEOH WR
make a united front with the anti-Americanism which provides the overarching 
SULQFLSOH RI DOO ³DFWLYH´ SURWHVW RI RXU 9LHWQDP HQJDJHPHQW´53 In a very revealing 
quotation Trilling says 
I can talk about American stupidity or complacency or about the 
contradictions between American capitalism and American idealism, but I 
cannot talk about American genocide in Vietnam or about American 
imperialist greed and rapaciousness in Vietnam ± which means that I am 
ZLWKRXWDSDVVSRUWWR0U/RZHOO¶VZRUOGRISROLWLFDODFWLYLVP.54 
Despite accusing Lowell of a kind of moral relativism, of being able to overlook 
student agJUHVVLRQ LQ OLJKW RI $PHULFDQ DJJUHVVLRQ 7ULOOLQJ¶V SRVLWLRQ RQ 9LHWQDP
seems to come from a similar, if somewhat inverse, kind of logic. She is able to 
critique the Vietnam War but not to an extent so as to ally herself with what she sees 
as an opposing political faction, therefore in effect she is compromising her own 
feeling of discontent towards certain elements of American foreign policy because 
VKH LV XQDEOH WR DOORZ KHUVHOI WR EHFRPH SDUW RI WKH ³DQWL-$PHULFDQ´ RSSRVLWLRQ
&OHDUO\7ULOOLQJ¶VSRVLWLRn at this time is one that is firmly comfortable with American 
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political hegemony, with definite conservative leanings towards protection of the 
state and liberal institutions from radical opposition even if it means some moral 
compromises. Yet it is also important to note that at this point atrocities such as the 
My Lai massacre were not public knowledge, therefore critiques of the Vietnam War 
as genocide were still firmly entrenched in a radical position. What places Trilling 
slightly right of centre are remarks such as her final retorts to Lowell, in which she 
suggests WKDW³KHDSSDUHQWO\GRHVQ¶WUHJDUGWKRXJKWDVDIRUPRIDFWLRQ«LQKLVYLHZ
reason exists in opposition to activism.´ 55 She is in effect labelling him as part of the 
New Left activist politics and sarcastically attacking this mode of political expression 
as anti-intellectual, and opposed to reason. Her tone in this response is also far 
more virulent and abrasive than that of the already quite inflammatory original article, 
suggesting she is partial to reactionary politics, and that she is willing to go heavily 
on the offensive if pushed.  She might still define herself as liberal but it is clearly a 
more hard line manifestation than mainstream liberalism and the weakness she 
associates with it, a prognosis that by its very existence must place her outside of it. 
'LDQD 7ULOOLQJ¶V LV SHUKDSV WKH PRVW RYHUWO\ ULJKW RI FHQWUH SLHFH RXW RI WKH
UHVSRQGHQWVDQGJLYHQ*HUVRQ¶VIUDPLQJRICommentary and The Public Interest on 
the conservative fringeVRIWKH1HZ<RUN,QWHOOHFWXDO¶VMRXUQDOVRQHZRXOGH[SHFWWKH
other publications to offer different political stand points on Columbia. This is 
certainly suggested, at least superficially, by the Partisan Review article published in 
response to the events, entitled µColumbia: 6HYHQ,QWHUYLHZV¶,QWKHSLHFHStephen 
Donadio interviews a spectrum of participants, ranging from Lionel Trilling, through 
other staff members and even members of the protesters themselves, including the 
then leader of the Columbia SDS Mark Rudd along with /HZLV &ROH ³DQ DFWLYH
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PHPEHURI&ROXPELD6'6´56 Giving voice to this spectrum of participants suggests 
a more rounded take on the scenario than Commentary and The Public Interest, 
which despite nuances to their arguments, seemed largely opposed in the two 
pieces, at the very least to the students¶ methods, if not many of their demands 
HYHQ LI %HOO¶V VXSSRVHG UROH LQ WKH $G +RF IDFXOW\ DQG ERWK KLV DQG 7ULOOLQJ¶V
objections to the actions of the administration somewhat complicate this view).  
 For the purposes of this dissertation the most revealing of the interviews is 
that with Lionel Trilling because of his prominent position among the New York 
Intellectuals.  Something to note on TrilOLQJ¶VUROHLVWKDWDOWKRXJKKHZDVQRWKHDYLO\
involved with the Ad Hoc Faculty Group, he was later on the Executive Committee of 
the Faculty, which was set up after the initial incidents during the following student 
strike in place of the Ad Hoc group, but was on the whole more conservative than its 
SUHGHFHVVRU ³SXEOLFDOO\ VXSSRUWLQJ WKH DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ´ GXULQJ WKH VHFRQG SROLFH
action.57 7ULOOLQJ¶V VKRUW EXW LQWHOOHFWXDOO\ KHDY\ UHVSRQVHVHWV WKH VWXGHQWV¶ actions 
XSDVD³FXOWXUDOLVVXH´KHGLVPLVVHVWKeir concrete political goals, the IDA issue as 
³PRUH V\PEROLF WKDQ VXEVWDQWLYH,´ WKH J\PQDVLXP LVVXH DV KDYLQJ ORVW IRUFH DQG
instead suggests that  
7KHDFWXDOLVVXH,EHOLHYH«ZDVDYHU\ODUJHDQGJHQHUDORQH7KHPRVW
radical students were expressing their doctrinaire alienation from and 
disgust with the whole of American culture. The less radical but still 
militant students were attempting to reach a new definition of what a 
young person is in relation to the institutions he is involved with.58 
This is then defined as the students ³SUHVVLQJ IRU WKH UHFRJQLWLRQRI WKHLUPDWXULW\´
and he suggests that their type oISROLWLFDODFWLYLW\LV³JUDWXLWRXV«)RU\RXQJSHRSOH
now, being political serves much the same purpose as being literary has long done ± 
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LW H[SUHVVHVDQGYDOLGDWHV WKHSHUVRQDOLW\´59 Whilst he takes some precautions to 
PDLQWDLQQHXWUDOLW\E\VXJJHVWLQJWKDWKHGRHVQRW³PHDQWRTXHVWLRQWKHDXWKHQWLFLW\
RI WKHLU HPRWLRQV DQG PRWLYHV´ he still clearly undermines the political currency of 
these factors. 60  He reduces the political importance of the student movement, 
encapsulating it in a kind of individualistic grab at identity and personality rather than 
a reasoned political action.  This is placed distinctly in relation to his own youthful 
radicalism which he invokes in comparison, suggesting that in the thirties the political 
DFWLYLW\ LQ ZKLFK ³VSHFLILF DLPV DQG IXOO\ IRUPXODWHG YLHZV RI VRFLHW\ ZHUH RI WKH
essence. No doubt there was a certain element of gratuitousness even in Marxist 
politLFV«ZH ZDQWHG WKHJUDWLILFDWLRQVRI being political.´61  Despite repudiating his 
own youthful radicalism it is still privileged over the new campus politics, this 
suggests a kind of generational schism; despite being criticised in relation to his own 
radicalism the present situation is still much more reprehensible, and much more 
motivated by self interested superficial concerns, such as politics being used as a 
IDVKLRQDEOH VLJQLILHU RI µFRRO¶ The whole concept of generational discontent is 
somewhat called into question with the positions of figures such as Eric Bentley, F.W. 
Dupee and Robert Lowell; Columbia itself, due to the very nature of a student strike, 
may be ruptured along broadly generational lines, but as these older supporters 
show wider political dissent and so discontent cannot be solely associated with the 
young. 
7ULOOLQJLVQRWHQWLUHO\FULWLFDOLQKLVDQDO\VLVRIWKHVWXGHQWV¶actions; he does take 
some pains to understand the motivations and antecedent conditions that led up to 
the Columbia incidents and the attitudes of the students. One major influence he 
identifies is the changing role of the university in regards to culture. He suggests that 
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SUHYLRXVO\ WKH XQLYHUVLWLHV¶ UROH LQ WHUPV RI LWV VWXGHQWV ZDV WR LQWURGXFH WKH
³XQGHUJUDGXDWH WR the best ideals and also the highest pleasures of culture, giving 
KLPZKDWLVFDOOHGRUXVHGWREHFDOOHGDOLEHUDOHGXFDWLRQ´62 He suggests that this 
is no longer the case, one reason for this mass culture that has resulted in ³WKH
questions about society that the college teacher used to hope his young student 
ZRXOG OHDUQ WR DVN DUH QRZ EHLQJ DVNHG DQG DQVZHUHG IRU KLP E\ SRSXODU DUW´63 
This claim seems to give the students credit for a kind of cultural maturity that would 
previously not be present in undergraduates, but it also underscores the changing 
nature of the role of the university. Trilling is not clear on what he believes this role to 
EHEXWLWLVLPSOLHGWKDWLWLVVWHHULQJDZD\IURPWKHROG³OLEHUDOHGXFDWLRQ´+HUHODWHV
this to a change in the status of the university, suggesting that the university has 
JDLQHGPRUHSRZHUVRFLDOO\EXWWKDWWKH\DUH³EHLQJWKRXJKWRIDVSULYLOHJHGYHVWHG
LQWHUHVWV´ YLHZHG ZLWK ³VXVSLFLRQDQGKRVWLOLW\´ D FRQGLWLRQ WKDW LV ³PRUH LQWHQVH LQ
urban environments´ 64  The combination of these two elements sets up the 
conditions Trilling sees as antecedent to the incidents, a more culturally savvy 
undergraduate body, inclined to view an urban university with hostility due to its 
vested interests and its complicity in the military industrial complex.  
 Despite lining up the cultural preconditions for critique of the university, 
7ULOOLQJ¶VSolitical leanings tend towards the university¶s interests over the demands 
of the students. He claims sympathy for students when he views them individually; 
³ZKHQ,FRQIURQWWKHPSHUVRQDOO\,VHHWKHPLQWKHLUFXOWXUDODQGVRFLDOVLWXDWLRQDQG
since I understand why this should arouse their antagonism and rebelliousness, I am 
the better able to see why they should direct their protesWDW WKHXQLYHUVLW\´but he 
takes pains to note WKDW³P\VHHLQJWKLVGRHVQRWSUHYHQWPHIURPWKLQNLQJWKDWWKH\
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DUH ZURQJ´ 65  7ULOOLQJ¶V SRVLWLRQ DSSHDUV WR EH FRPLQJ IURP RQH DWWHPSWLQJ DQ
academic understanding of the psychology of the situation, but also one that cannot 
hide its own political leanings. His statements of understanding almost seem 
redundant when he uses such conclusive language to suggest that the students are 
³ZURQJ´DQGLWLVFOHDUZKHUHKLVSRVLWLRQFRPHVIURPZKHQKHVXJJHVWVWKHUHVXlt of 
FRQWLQXHG VWXGHQW DFWLRQV ZLOO EH WR UHQGHU DFDGHPLF OLIH ³LPSRVVLEOH´66 Trilling is 
one of the few people who also comes out in direct support of some of the 
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶V actions, suggesting WKDW ³WKH\ KDYH EHHQ HPLQHQWO\ GHFHQW DQG
KXPDQH´ DQG WKDW ³UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV WR WKH FRQWUDU\ VHHP WR PH IDFWLWLRXV RU
perfectionistic.´ 67  In light of the political stance of the whole interview, his 
comparisons to his own radical youth and his claims of understanding towards the 
students almost seem like patronising disdain, or in the very least open disapproval. 
His support of the administration and place on the Executive Faculty Group place 
him at the most conservative fringes of the respondents. His criticism may lack the 
metaphoric vehemence of his wife, but hidden behind the academic register of the 
text is an even more damning indiFWPHQW RI WKH VWXGHQWV¶ DFWLRQV DQG D SRVLWLRQ
borne out of a greater deal of respect for the university establishment than those 
who oppose it. 
 7KHRWKHULQWHUYLHZVLQµ&ROXPELD6HYHQ,QWHUYLHZV¶VXJJHVWDPRUHQHXWUDO
editorial line in Partisan Review WRZDUGVWKH&ROXPELDLQFLGHQWVWKDQ/LRQHO7ULOOLQJ¶V
would alone. Certainly other interviewees are critical of the students, Peter Gay 
decries thHLOOHJDOLW\RIWKHVWXGHQW¶VDFWLRQVDQGVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHLUFDOOVIRUDPQHVW\
DUH³LQIDQWLOH«DWWHPSWVWRRIIHQGDXWKRULW\DQGSHUKDSVHYHQRYHUWKURZLW«ZLWKRXW
HYHUEHLQJSXQLVKHGIRULW´DQG\HWLQWHUYLHZVZLWK0DUN5XGG/HZLV&ROHPHPEHUV
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of the Student Afro Society Ray Brown and Bill Sales, and even highly supportive 
faculty member such as Eric Bentley, suggest a far more rounded take on the 
incidents than Commentary, and The Public Interest. 68 The interviewer, Stephen 
Donadio, questions the role of the Ad Hoc Faculty Group¶VDWWHPSW at mediation in all 
of the interviews, suggesting Donadio is most interested in how the liberal faculty 
dealt with the students, and what the UHVSRQGHQWV¶ interpretations are on the liberal 
consensus. He also affords the same treatment towards the students that he does 
the professors. Both are asked about the Ad Hoc group and the students are 
quizzed on their own precondition of amnesty, a question that is also brought before 
most of the other participants in the interviews. This egalitarian treatment implies a 
greater deal of respect for the students as rational adults, than an article such as 
'LDQD7ULOOLQJ¶VGRHV2YHUDOOWKHHGLWRULDOOLQHRIPartisan Review appears to support 
the middle ground compromise liberalism such as that which the Ad Hoc Faculty 
Group took towards the negotiations, a position left of the Trillings, and one heavily 
critiqued by Diana. 
 As Dissent ZDVVHWXSE\+RZHDQGRWKHUV LQDVDQDWWHPSWWR³GUDZ
together intellectuals critical of the post-ZDU OLEHUDO OLQH´ RU LQ +RZH¶V ZRUGV LQ
³UHDFWLRQWRWKHJUDGXDOEXWVWHDG\GLVLQWHJUDWLRQRIWKHVRFLDOLVWPRYHPHQW´SHUKDSV
a more sympathetic stance towards the students could be expected to be found 
amongst its pages as their actions at Columbia were read, in the very least, as 
questionings of liberalism DQGIURPDSRLQWRIYLHZVXFKDV'LDQD7ULOOLQJ¶VRXWULJKW
attacks on the post war consensus.69 +RZHYHU DV +RZH¶V DWWLWXGHV LQ WKH DUWLFOH
µ7KH1HZ<RUN ,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶PDNHVFOHDUKLVRZQSROLWLFDOSRVLWLRQKRZHYHUPRUH
radical it was than many of the rest of the New York Intellectuals¶ by this time, did not 
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mean he in anyway endorsed the counteUFXOWXUHDQG1HZ/HIWPRYHPHQWV+RZH¶V
reactions would suggest that rHDGLQJ 0XUUD\ +DXVNQHFKW¶V DUWLFOH, µ6RXUFHV RI
6WXGHQW 5HEHOOLRQ¶ ZKLFK DSSHDUHG LQ UHVSRQVH WR WKH &ROXPELD HYHQWV LQ WKH
September- October 1968 edition of Dissent, may provide a critique of the incidents 
from a more leftist position than the other journals.70 
 µ6RXUFHVRI6WXGHQW5HEHOOLRQ¶GHVSLWHLWVVXEWLWOHµ+RZVKDOOZHXQGHUVWDQG
WKH &ROXPELD 8SULVLQJ"¶ LV PRUH DQ DWWHPSW WR XQGHUVWDQG WKH SURFHVV E\ ZKLFK
students could be radicalised on any university campus rather than a specific 
position on the Columbia incidents. This approach follows a similar line to Samuel 
/XEHOO¶V µ7KDW *HQHUDWLRQ *DS¶ LQ VR IDU DV LW LV DQ DWWHPSW WR XQGHUVWDQG VWXGHQW
SV\FKRORJ\ UDWKHU WKDQ SDVV RYHUW MXGJHPHQW RQ WKHLU DFWLRQV +DXVNQHFKW¶V
approach for undersWDQGLQJLVWRSRVLWLRQWKHVWXGHQWVDVDVHSDUDWH³VWUDWXP´WRWKH
rest of society and then examine why their stratum is predisposed to radicalism. 
)LUVWO\KHSODFHVXQLYHUVLW\DVDVLWHRI ³SURORQJHGDGROHVFHQFH´RQH LQZKLFK WKH
VWXGHQWV DUH ³EDUUHG IURP DGXOW UROHV´ DQG D SRVLWLRQ WKDW PDNHV VWXGHQWV VHOI
FRQVFLRXVO\DZDUHWKDWWKH\³EHORQJWRDGLVWLQFWLYHVRFLDOJURXS´DVHYHQWKH³YHU\
ODQJXDJHRIVRFLHW\FDOOVDWWHQWLRQWRWKLVDSDUWQHVV«WKHLUSDUHQWVVSHDNRIWKHPDV
EHLQJ ³DZD\ DW FROOHJH´71 He suggests that this alienation is exacerbated by the 
collapse of the organised left that previous student radicals were a part of, which is 
DOVR WR EODPH IRU SURORQJLQJ \RXWKIXO ³PRUDO SXULW\´ EHFDXVH WKH ODFN RI SROLWLFDO
RUJDQLVDWLRQ GHIHUV WKH ³ORVV RI SXULW\´ WKDW WKH ROGHU JHQHUDWLRQ RI UDGLFDOV IDFHV
EHFDXVH³LWZDVGLIILFXOWWRPDLQWDLQLWDVDPHPEHURIWKHRUJDQL]HGOHIW´72 Whilst the 
new student radicals are positioned as the children of previous radicals Hausknecht 
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postulates that the parents¶ ³FRPPLWPHQWWRLGHRORJLHV«:DVLWVHOIVHYHUHO\VKDNHQ
either as a result of self-TXHVWLRQLQJRUWKHSROLWLFDOFOLPDWHRIWKHILIWLHV´VRWKDWWKH
SDUHQWVSDVVGRZQ³EDVLFYDOXHV´UDWKHUWKDQ³VSHFLILFSROLWLFDOEHOLHIVDQGQRUPV´73 
In this part of his model for understanding, Hausknecht blames the radicalism of the 
students on the de-radicalisation of their parents, the same process which many of 
the New York Intellectuals went through, and so presumably not a position they 
themselves would take. In his final analysis Hausknecht suggests that the change 
from the inclusive model of student activism that was present in the early sixties civil 
rights movement to the racially divided anti-war movement, furthered student 
alienation and provided white students with models such as the black panthers on 
which to base their activism.74 Throughout the piece Hausknecht is keen to draw 
comparisons between the students¶ position in the university and the position of 
African Americans in wider societyVXJJHVWLQJWKDW³DVRQe says of Negroes in the 
social structure they are in the university but not of the university. Or, to put it 
another way, students are promised opportunities which cannot be realised within 
WKH XQLYHUVLW\ DV QRZ VWUXFWXUHG´ 75  Using this racially charged metaphor would 
VXJJHVWWKDW+DXVNQHFKWDIIRUGVDGHJUHHRIV\PSDWK\IRUWKHVWXGHQWV¶SRVLWLRQWKDW
he believed led up to the Columbia incidents, yet despite the neutral tone of much of 
the piece, and the attempts to understand the antecedent conditions that led to the 
incidents, Hausknecht offers some positions towards the end of the piece. He 
VXJJHVWVWKDWWKHVWXGHQWV¶ORJLFRIVHHLQJ³WKHQDWXUHRIFROOHJHDVDFRPPXQLW\´LV
wrong, as formal education is never an experience between equals.  He suggests 
WKDWWKHDFWLYLVWVPDNHWKHXQLYHUVLW\³RQHGLPHQVLRQDO´LQWUDQVIRUPLQJLWLQWRD³EDVH
IRUUHYROXWLRQ´DSURFHVVWKDWKHEHOLHYHVZLOOPHDQ³WKHHQGRIWKHXQLYHUVLW\IRULWV
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principles are the necessity for the free play of the mind and the acceptance of 
uncertainty,´ VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW WKH RQO\ WKLQJ WKDW ZDV ³SXW XS DJDLQVW WKH ZDOO DW
&ROXPELDZDVWKHLULQKHULWHGYDOXHV´ 76  
For Hausknecht Columbia almost becomes an academic exercise in 
analysing causation. He does not overly criticise the students as many of the other 
respondents do, nor does his response agree with them in anyway. The mild 
disagreements with the students at the end of the piece seem to come from a 
position of sympathetic disdain. It is a piece that is devoid of any noticeable political 
belief and represents the most neutral take on an otherwise highly ideologically 
charged debate by never really discussing the broader social implications of the 
Columbia incidents.  Unlike most of the other responses the article does not bemoan 
any crisis in liberalism caused or signalled by the students, instead opting to 
understand them through the lens of the Old Left and of the plight of African-
Americans.  As Dissent was one of the more radical of the New York IntellectuDOV¶
journals it is revealing that +DXVNQHFKW¶V DUWLFOH ZDV SXEOLVKHG LQ LW $V +RZH¶V
RSLQLRQV LQ WKH DUWLFOH µ7KH 1HZ <RUN ,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶ PDNH FOHDU, presupposing a 
sympathetic line, due to Howe and Dissents¶ VRFLDOLVW  DQG UDGical leanings, is a 
dangerous prejudice. However +DXVNQHFKW¶V article is certainly one of the least 
critical specifically on Columbia. Its stance could almost be read as politically 
apathetic, preferring to analyse the specific causation rather than the broader 
implications of the incidents. 
  Given that both Bloom and Gerson suggest that the rift between the New 
York Intellectuals at this time centred around their opinions regarding the New Left, 
with Commentary and The Public Interest on the more sceptical side and The New 
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York Review of Books as the more radical, pro-student magazine, and also that 
%ORRP XVHV ERWK 7ULOOLQJ¶V µ2Q WKH 6WHSV RI WKH /RZ /LEUDU\¶ DQG 'XSHH¶V  µ7KH
8SULVLQJ DW &ROXPELD¶ DV WZR WRXFKVWRQHV WKDW VLJQLI\ WKH ³WZR FDPSV ZKLFK KDG
emerged among the NeZ<RUN,QWHOOHFWXDOV´RQHZRXOGLPDJLQHWKDWWKHODWWHUEHLQJ
VR XVHG DV D ELQDU\ RSSRVLWH WR 7ULOOLQJ¶V SLHFH ZKLFK RIIHUV ³KDUVK ZRUGV IRU WKH
VWXGHQWV´ WREHDQHQWLUHO\V\PSDWKHWLFSLHFH77 ,QGLVFXVVLQJ'XSHH¶VSLHFH%ORRP
suggests WKDW ³'XSHH GLVFXVVed the role and ultimately the impotence of the 
&ROXPELD IDFXOW\´ DQG WKDW KH ³VDZ WKH VWXGHQWV DV VHULRXV UDGLFDO DGXOWV´
SUHVXPDEO\ LQ RSSRVLWLRQ WR 7ULOOLQJ¶V DIRUHPHQWLRQHG UROH DV WKH ³XQLYHUVLW\
PRWKHU´78 It is certainly clear that Dupee sympathised with the students, one major 
element of this came from the Vietnam WDUZKLFKKHVXJJHVWHGZDV ³GRLQJPRUH
YLROHQFHWRWKHXQLYHUVLW\WKDQWKH\ZHUH´ whilst also controlling the fate of the young; 
³WKHZDU¶V ODUJHHYLOZDVZULWWHQVPDOO LQWKHPLVHU\ZLWK which they pondered hour 
by hour the pitiful little list of their options; Vietnam or Canada or graduate school or 
MDLO´79 +HDOVRDIILUPVVRPHRIWKHVWXGHQWV¶GHPDQGVVXJJHVWLQJWKDWWKH³UHODWLYHO\
VXSHUILFLDO´GHPDQGRIWKHGLVFLSOLQDU\KHDULQJRIWKH,'$VL[UHODWHGWRDQ³DEVROXWHO\
fundamental one: the theory and practice of the university vis-à-vis LWVVWXGHQWERG\´ 
80
 His major political concern therefore may lie with the Vietnam War, but not 
QHFHVVDULO\ WKH XQLYHUVLW\¶s supposed culpability in it and not specific disciplinary 
procedures either, but instead more abstract notions of how the administration and 
university should operate, in general, towards the student body. He takes issue with 
the fact that university officials announced that ³WKHXQLYHUVLW\ LVQRWDGHPRFUDF\´
therefore despite his enthusiasm for the student methods (he describes them as 
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XQLWLQJ ³WKH SROLWLFV RI D JXHUULOOD FKLHIWDLQ ZLWK WKH DHVWKHWLF IODLU RI D FRVWXPH
GHVLJQHU´ LQRSSRVLWLRQWR WKH³VWRGJ\DQGXQLQYHQWLYH´UDGLFDOVRI WKH WKLUWLHVDQG
an agreement over the evils of the Vietnam War, he does not share the same belief 
LQ WKHVWXGHQWV¶FRQFUHWHJRDOV81 Much of his support is for the artistic merit of the 
form of their dissent, rather than the political goal itself, a celebration of new activist 
methods that appeared with the New Left and how their politics can beneficially 
influence existing liberalism. Yet even as a supporter of their political mode, and as a 
personal signifier of the ability for the political discontent to cross generations, Dupee 
agrees with the rest of the respondents in classifying political discontent as a 
youthful undertaking, especially by comparing it to his own radical 1930s past. 
 DupeH¶V HQWKXVLDVP IRU WKH VWXGHQWV¶ PHWKRGV LV PDWFhed only by his 
appreciation of the Ad Hoc Faculty Group¶V actions. He describes the barricading of 
+DPLOWRQE\WKHJURXSLQRUGHUWRSUHYHQWDSROLFHUDLGDVµKHURLF¶DQGFHOHEUDWHVWKH
³LQVWLQFW´WRNHHSWKHSROLFHRIIFDPSXV82 Yet for neither the students nor the Ad Hoc 
Faculty Group GRHV KH PDLQWDLQ FRQVWDQW SUDLVH ,Q D PRRG VLPLODU WR %HOO¶V KH
GHVFULEHVWKH³WUL-partite committee issue as developed by the Ad Hoc Faculty Group 
DPLVWDNH´KLQGVLJKWDOORZHGKLPDQG%HOOWRUHWKLQNFHUWDLQLVVXHVforced by the Ad 
Hoc Faculty Group, and admit that they were mistaken.83 This kind of re-thinking tells 
of a certain kind of presentism both Dupee and Bell felt as implicated parties, an idea 
that positions were taken in the heat of the moment that in retrospect did not appear 
VR DSSHDOLQJ 'XSHH¶V DUWLFOH DOVR PHQWLRQV WKDW ³physical nearness to the rebels 
brought us closer to them in sympathy, hardship for hardshiSGDQJHUIRUGDQJHU«
because their illegal acts were forcing us to engage in acts which if not illegal, were 
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FHUWDLQO\ XQFRQYHQWLRQDO´84 Like Bell, Dupee appears caught up in the events and 
perhaps influenced by the student¶s rhetoric, but unlike Bell this pushes him further 
left in his response. His language of description in regards to the reading of 
3UHVLGHQW .LUN¶V SHUVRQDO FRUUHVSRQGHQFH E\ WKH students can support this claim; 
GHVSLWHVXJJHVWLQJWKLVDFWLRQZDV³VHOIGHIHDWLQJ´KHGRHVFRPPHQGWKH³HXSKRULF´
impulse that led the students. 85  Certainly Alexander Bloom would suggest that 
Dupee and other members of the Old Left were entranced by the radicalism of the 
students; KH VXJJHVWV WKDW ³'XSHH DQG 0DFGRQDOG¶V GHVFULSWLRQV RI WKH &ROXPELD
strike reveal an excitement about the spiritual elements which the students 
possessed, the vigour and enthusiasm they brought to the political conflict. For these 
ROG OHIWLVWV« this exuberance seemed refreshing, perhaps reminiscent of the spirit 
ZKLFKKDGHQWKXVHG\RXQJUDGLFDOVLQWKHV´86 Whilst this does seem somewhat 
reductive a view it is clear that Dupee allowed himself to get personally involved with 
the radicalism of the students.87 Unlike Bell, whose hindsight critiqued all parties, 
including the liberal Ad Hoc group, Dupee seems somewhat celebratory of both the 
students and the faculty, reserving complete disdain only for the police, and 
therefore presumably by extension, the administration. Unlike Bell he takes a clear 
ideological grounding. 'XSHH¶VPDLQHOHPHQWRIVXSSRUWIRUWKHVWXGHQWVFRPHVIURP
his celebration of their exuberant radical activism, his political standpoint is different 
from their concrete goals, and therefore this would suggest Dupee is entranced with 
WKHPHWKRGVRIDFWLYLVPUDWKHUWKDQWKHVWXGHQW¶VSROLWLFVLWVHOI Whilst Diana Trilling 
FDOOVIRUDKDUGHQLQJRIOLEHUDOLVPLQRUGHUWRGHDOZLWKWKH1HZ/HIW'XSHH¶VVXSSRUW
of both the moderate liberal Ad Hoc and the students activism suggests a more 
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radical form of liberalism, imbuing liberal tolerance with the radical enthusiasm of the 
students; a more lenient and more leftwing reform liberalism than Diana 7ULOOLQJ¶V 
position, and one that embraced new, and apparently more artistic, forms of political 
dissent. 
 :KLOVW 5LFKDUG +RIVWDGWHU¶V UHVSRQVH WR WKH &ROXPELD LQFLGHQWV ZDV QRW
published in any of the New York Intellectuals¶ journals, his 1968 Columbia 
Commencement Address is nonetheless a revealing document, despite, or even 
because of, its intrinsic administrative ties to the university due to the very nature of 
the speech and its role in the machinations of the university due to the importance of 
graduation. Daniel Geary suggests of Hofstadter that  
[He] was extremely critical of student tactics, believing that they were 
based on irrational romantic ideas rather than sensible plans for 
achievable change, that they undermined the unique status of the 
university as an institutional bastion of free thought, and that they were 
bound to provoke a political reaction from the right.88 
Certainly his Columbia address would seem to support this view. It is almost 
hyperbolic in its support for the ideal or abstract of the XQLYHUVLW\D³VSHFLDONLQG´RI
FRPPXQLW\D³FLWDGHORILQWHOOHFWXDOLQGLYLGXDOLVP´WKDWDFWVDVWKH³PRVWDFFHVVLEOH
FHQWUHRIWKRXJKWDQGVWXG\DQGFULWLFLVP´WKDWWKHFXUUHQWVRFLDORUGHUKDVWRRIIHU´89 
His praise also extends to Columbia as a concrete institution, suggesting that he and 
PDQ\FROOHDJXHV³GLIIHULQJDV WKH\GRRQPDQ\PDWWHUVDUHDOLNH LQ WKHLUVHQVHRI
WKHJUHDWQHVVRIWKLVLQVWLWXWLRQDQGLQWKHLUDIIHFWLRQIRULW´90 David S. Brown, whose 
work Geary was reviewing, suggests that HofstDGWHU ZDV ³LQ FRPSOHWH DJUHHPHQW
with the students. He opposed the building of the gymnasium, denounced the 
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SUHVHQFH RI WKH ,'$ RQ FDPSXV DQG EHOLHYHG WKDW WKH XQLYHUVLW\¶V GLVFLSOLQDU\
VWUXFWXUH KDG WR EH WDNHQ RXW RI WKH KDQGV RI WKH SUHVLGHQW¶V RIILFH´ EXW WKDW KH
GHQRXQFHG WKH PLOLWDQF\ RI WKH VWXGHQWV DQG EHOLHYHG WKH \RXQJ UDGLFDOV ³WRRN
advantage of a university and society that granted their generation unprecedented 
SULYLOHJHV DQG RSSRUWXQLWLHV´ 91  +H SODFHV +RIVWDGWHU DV D ³OLEHUDO ZKR FULWLTXHV
lLEHUDOLVP IRUP ZLWKLQ´ RSSRVHG WR WKH VWXGHQWV ³VLPSOLVWLF PRUDOLVWLF DSSURDFK´92 
7KHUHIRUH DQ\ FULWLFLVP RI WKH VWXGHQWV KDV WR EH WDNHQ LQ FRQWH[W RI +RIVWDGWHU¶V
highly liberal position and support for their issues, which would mean that any 
criticism is all the more emphatic as an extreme distaste for their methods 
undermined any agreement on goals. 
 *LYHQ KLV ³DIIHFWLRQ´ IRU &ROXPELD RQH ZRXOG H[SHFW D WLUDGH DJDLQVW WKH
VWXGHQWVIRUDVKHGHVFULEHVLWWKH³WHUULEOHWULDO´WKDWWKH\SXWWKHXQLYHUVLWy through, 
but rather than make any direct attacks Hofstadter decries the students¶ actions via a 
discussion of the nature of a university community. 93  He takes great pains to 
GHPRQVWUDWH WKH IUDJLOH QDWXUH RI WKH XQLYHUVLW\ ³FRPPXQLW\´ VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW WKH 
³LGHDORIDFDGHPLFIUHHGRP«SXW>V@H[WUDRUGLQDU\GHPDQGVXSRQKXPDQUHVWUDLQW´LQ
RUGHU WR PDLQWDLQ LW WKDW WKH UHVWUDLQW QHHGHG LV ³QRUPDOO\ VHOI LPSRVHG DQG QRW
HQIRUFHGIURPWKHRXWVLGH´94 This is his first subtle attack on the student protestors, 
implying that they lack the self restraint and moderate temperament needed to work 
within the framework of an academic community.  He suggests that whilst the 
XQLYHUVLW\GRHV³FRQVWLWXWHDNLQGRIIUHHIRUXP´WKDWLWLVQRW³DSROLWLFDOVRFLHW\QRWD
meeting SODFHIRUSROLWLFDOVRFLHWLHV´DVLW LVDQLQVWLWXWLRQWKDW³KDVWREHGHSHQGHQW
RQVRPHWKLQJOHVVSUHFDULRXVWKDWWKHPRPHQWDU\EDODQFHRIIRUFHVLQVRFLHW\´DQG
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QRW VRPHWKLQJ ³KDUG ERLOHG RU VHOI UHJDUGLQJ´ 95  He is suggesting that for the 
principles of academic freedom to rein, political individuality has to be subdued, and 
WKDW ³QRJURXS«VKRXOGFRQVLGHU LWVHOIH[HPSW IURPH[HUFLVLQJ WKHVHOI UHVWUDLQW´96 
:KDW WKLVFULWLFLVPDPRXQWV WR LVDFRPSOHWHGLVDYRZDORI WKHVWXGHQWV¶ WDFWLFVKH
suggests that  
To imagine that the best way to change a social order is to start by 
assaulting its most accessible centres of thought and study and criticism 
is not only to show a complete disregard for the intrinsic character of the 
university but also to develop a curiously self-destructive strategy for 
social change.97 
Hofstadter calls for self restraint and offers almost unequivocal praise for the 
university as an abstract institution, disregarding the student methods as unthinking, 
misdirected anger. Whilst he does offer support for some of the sources of this anger, 
VXJJHVWLQJWKDWKH³VKDUHVWKHLUKRUURU´IRUWKH9LHWQDP:DURQZKLFKKHEODPHVWKH 
student unrest, casting it as  D ³FUXHO DQG PLVFRQFHLYHG YHQWXUH´ WKDW XQGHUPLQHV
VWXGHQWEHOLHILQ³WKHOHJLWLPDF\RIRXUQRUPDOSROLWLFDOSURFHVV´EXWWKDWWKHRXWFRPH
of this disillusionment is itself an illegitimate political process, with the sit-ins framed 
DV³DSRZHUIXOGHYLFH IRUFRQWUROE\DGHWHUPLQHGPLQRULW\´FRQWLQXHGXVHRIZKLFK
³ZRXOGEHIDWDOWRDQ\XQLYHUVLW\LQWKHQH[WIHZ\HDUV´98 
 Like David Brown suggests, Hofstadter might disagree heavily with the 
VWXGHQWV¶PHWKRGV but he was willing to side with them on some political issues, as 
his attitude towards the Vietnam War suggests. His open attitude is also 
demonstrated towards the end of his speech. Even though he conceives of the 
HYHQWV DV ³D GLVDVWHU ZKRVH SUHFLVH GLPHQVLRQV LW LV LPSRVVLEOH WR VWDWH´ DQG
thoroughly decries the methods used by the students, he optimistically looks towards 
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WKH IXWXUH FHOHEUDWLQJ WKH IDFW WKDW ³UHIRUP FRPPDQGV DQ H[WUDRUGLQDULO\ ZLGH
positive response in all bodies from trustees to students,´ HYHQLI³ZKHQZHFRPHWR
GLVFXVVLQJSDUWLFXODUVZHZLOOVXUHO\GLIIHURQWKHP´99 In his own vision for reform he 
suggested WKDW SODQV EH EDVHG RQ ³HYROXWLRQ IURP H[LVWLQJ VWUXFWXUHV DQG
DUUDQJHPHQWVQRWXSRQDXWRSLDQVFKHPHIRUDSHUIHFWXQLYHUVLW\´WKLVRQFHDJDLQ
GLVFUHGLWVWKHVWXGHQWV¶UDGLFDOLVPSUHIHUULQJDOLEHUDOUHIRUPLVW model over calls for a 
complete institutional overhaul.  What Hofstadter demonstrates in his response is the 
DELOLW\ WR UHPDLQ KLJKO\ FULWLFDO RI WKH VWXGHQWV¶ SROLWLFV ZKLOVW KROGLQJ RQ WR VKDUHG
values. He does not come out and express the level of shared goals that Brown 
implies in his biography, instead opting for easier moral targets such as the Vietnam 
War, but he does see the positive side of the events with the possibility of reform, 
something that implies more sympathy than he is willing to announce in a university 
sponsored speech. Distance is created through distaste for their methods, their 
unthinking activist approach. Yet his is a liberal stance comfortable in its own political 
leanings, able to understand the motives of and even share limited ideological 
ground with an enemy to the university and pragmatic political system he clearly 
holds dear, tempering attacks on them into reasoned defences of the existing 
hegemony, a less reactionary position than Bell or Diana Trilling, and a position that 
suggest no neoconservative disenchantment with liberalism. His vision of the 
possibilities that lie ahead for a new Columbia suggest a greater deal of positivity 
WKDQRWKHUUHVSRQVHVVXFKDV'LDQD7ULOOLQJ¶V%URZQHYHQVXJJHVWVWKDW³WKHHFKRHV
of the CROXPELD FULVLV FDQ EH KHDUG LQ +RIVWDGWHU¶V ILQDO ERRNV 7KH\ H[WRO D
consensual vision of political and intellectual life while touching upon the sense of 
generational purpose that Hofstadter presumed essential to the preservation of a 
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pluralistic nation.´100 This positive note implies that despite his disagreements with 
the methodology of the students, shared ideological grounds and a sense of 
paternalistic responsibility for their actions left a lasting mark on Hofstadter, who saw 
the students as a crisis in the liberal institution, but one for which the older 
generation shared some blame and one from which lessons could be drawn, no 
matter how distasteful the radicalism appeared to the ex-radicals. This is not to 
suggest his response was entirely positive, as Brown points out, Hofstadter saw the 
uQLYHUVLW\SUREOHPVDV³SDUWLFXODUO\LQH[SOLFDEOH´GXHWRWKHSULYLOHJHRIWKHVWXGHQWV
which comes across most in the commencement address in his incredulity at their 
misdirected anger. Nonetheless it is possible to suggest that his is the most 
sympathetic response from a central liberal position. 101
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Section Four: Conclusions 
 
Perhaps useful for furthering the culmination of these ideas is a return to 
+RZH¶VZRUN. Although he did not respond directly to Columbia, he did spend a great 
deal of time arguing and interacting with the New Left on various issues. Looking at 
retrospective works RIDXWRELRJUDSK\VXFKDV+RZH¶VA Margin of Hope, is useful as 
a comparison to, and contextualization of, the contemporaneous responses, helping 
WRSODFHWKHPLQDFRQWLQXXPRISROLWLFDOWKRXJKW+RZH¶VDXWRELRJUDSK\VHHPVWREH
tinged with regret for the relationships he had with the New Left in the sixties. He 
discusses early meetings between the editorial board of Dissent and SDS 
reSUHVHQWDWLYHVLQZKLFK³ERWKVLGHV«favoured social criticism, both had no taste for 
Marxist-Leninist vanguards, both held to a vision of socialism as a society of freedom. 
It seemed at first as if there might be a joining of two generations of the left,´1 and 
yHW DW WKH WLPH WKH 6'6 UKHWRULF WR +RZH ³VRXQGHG D OLWWOH WRR PXFK OLNH WKH
fecklessness of our Youth, when Stalinists and even a few socialists used to put 
GRZQ³PHUH´ERXUJHRLVGHPRFUDF\´DQGVRWKHHOGHUVRIWKH OHIWUHDFWHGEDGO\DQG
relations broke down. 2  Howe discusses the problems faced by this broken 
relationship, such as the inability to protest the Vietnam War due to the New Left¶V
monopoly on protest, which KHOGD ³GRXEOH VWDQGDUG´ RI ³KDUVKFULWLFLVPRI6DLJRQ
and either silence about oUDSSURYDORI+DQRL´ZKLFKIRU+RZHDVD³VRFLDOLVWWRKDYH
yielded to this American nonchalance would have been to break with all [his] 
WUDLQLQJ´3 As a radical, or ex radical, this left Howe and others feeling marginalized, 
EHWZHHQWKH³UKHWRULFRIWKH1HZ/HIW´DQGWKH³SURYRFDWLRQIRUPDJRYHUQPHQWWKDW
kept lying about the war,´ WKH UHVXOW RI ZKLFK ZDV WR IHHO ³SROLWLFDOO\ EHOHDJXHUHG
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intellectually isolated,´ ZLWKWKH1HZ/HIW¶VDWWDFNVVHHPLQJ³SDUWLFXODUO\ZRXQGLQJ´4 
And yet the aforementioned regret for his attacks on the campus radicals, such as 
those seen in µ7KH1HZ<RUN,QWHOOHFWXDOV¶ is apparent in A Margin of Hope despite 
this. He also laments how friendships with figures like Phillip Rahv were severed due 
to the debates, and even the end of the New OHIWVXJJHVWLQJWKDW³SHUKDSV, should 
QRWKDYHJRWWHQVRHPRWLRQDOO\HQWDQJOHGLQGLVSXWHGZLWKWKH1HZ/HIW%XW,'LG«,
overreacted, becoming at times harsh and strident. I told myself I was one of the few 
people who took the New Left seriously enough to keep arguing with it. Cold 
cRPIRUW´5 +RZH¶VUHWURVSHFWLYHregret affirms the notion that tough political positions 
taken by the ex-radicals on the new radical cadre were hardened by the personal 
agendas formed in the heat of rhetorical battle. He regrets taking up a high minded 
aloof position of generational superiority, the same tone that pervades many of the 
New York Intellectuals¶ responses, regardless of the political direction from which the 
attack is coming, and one that undermines any cross-generational channels for 
protest; even at events as late as Columbia students protested alongside Tom 
Hayden, who was 29 at the time, and had support from a range of older figures such 
as F.W. Dupee, Eric Bentley and Robert Lowell.6 +RZH¶V analysis of the events 
reveal the tumultuous political climate the ex-radicals found themselves in, with their 
normal political positions dominated and diverted leftward by students, of whom they 
had a unique understanding due to their own radical past. Out of this difficult period 
of political realignment came varied responses; in their dealings with the New Left 
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the New York Intellectuals revealed the extent of their new political leanings as they 
challenged activist rivals for the political left. As Harvey Teres points out, the fact that 
+RZH³DGHFDGHDQGDKDOIODWHU«VWLOOIHOWFRPSHOOHGWRUDWLRQDOL]HEHKDYLRXUWKDWhe 
in some part regretted speaks volumes about the profound difficulties of overcoming 
differences that have become hardened in polemical battle.´7 The same holds true 
IRU WKH RWKHU UHVSRQVHV VRPH RI ZKLFK VKDUHG +RZH¶V FRQWHPSRUDQHRXV
vehemence but all of which seemed µKDUGHQHG¶LQWKHKHDWRIWKHPRPHQWDQGZLWK
deep involvement in both the politics, and, at Columbia, the personal details of the 
events. As Howe was still firmly at ease with his old Old Left roots, transposing his 
ideas onto the different political positions each of the respondents to Columbia is 
impossible, nonetheless his regret and insight into interactions with the New Left are 
revealing.8 
Given the contexts set up by Alexander Bloom and Mark Gerson, those of 
group breakdowns, the end of a liberal consensus and a drift towards neo-
conservative positions, the responses are most revealing in what they say about the 
individuals themselves, and whether any level of group cohesion remained in the 
New York Intellectual crowd that many commentators suggest was fracturing at this 
time. For example, many of the responses seem to follow a hardening in the heat of 
the moment, whilst this seems a somewhat superficial characteristic it is somewhat 
surprising given the nature of intellectual work; it is clear from nearly all the 
responses that despite being thoroughly thought through, there is a deep level of 
personal involvement)URP%HOO¶s more liberal reaction on the Ad Hoc that turned 
                                                          
 
7
 Harvey M. Teres. Renewing the left  ? Politics, Imagination and the New York Intellectuals. New York 
and Oxford (Oxford University Press, 1996). 237. 
8
 /ŶŚŝƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽ/ƌǀŝŶŐ<ƌŝƐƚŽů ?ƐĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞŽĨŚŝƐĂƌƚŝĐůĞ ‘dŚĞEĞǁzŽƌŬ/ŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐ ?,ŽǁĞǁƌŝƚĞƐ “/
really want to see the major segments of the American economy socially controlled and 
democratically operated, and I really want ĂŵĂũŽƌƌĞĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚǁĞĂůƚŚŝŶƚŚĞh ?^ ? ? 
/ƌǀŝŶŐ,ŽǁĞ ?ŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽŶ ‘dŚĞEĞǁzŽƌŬ/ŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƐ ? ?Commentary, Vol.47, No.1 (Jan 1969) 16. 
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more critical towards the students when he came to write, to the extreme 
vehemence of Diana Trilling, whose language pictures the events as a savage attack 
on liberalism, one that pushed her own views to the conservative fringes of the 
liberalism she is trying to defend WKURXJK'XSHH¶VVXSSRUW IRU WKHUDGLFDODFWLYLVP
all of the respondents seem to have developed strong personal opinions in a 
relatively short time as the events unfolded. The crisis of the liberal consensus is 
certainly flagged up in all the responses. Howe, in 1969, celebrated WKH³remarkable 
DEVRUSWLYHQHVVRIPRGHUQVRFLHW\´9 for its ability to accept a hugely divergent set of 
opinions as a centre ground; from the neutral social democratic positions of Bell, to 
DiaQD7ULOOLQJ¶VVHHPLQJO\PRUHFRQVHUYDWLYHVWDQFHWR+RZH¶VRZQVRFLDOLVPDQG
figures like Dupee celebrating activism, all of them were a part of the liberal 
consensus at least to some degree. However, what is clear from the responses to 
Columbia is that a threat so close to home, both literally and figuratively, challenged 
and changed the supple nature of the liberal centre, especially for these ex-radical 
figures whose institution was under threat. The liberal intellectual centre, for a large 
part, could not tolerate such an open attack at its core. From the responses to 
Columbia there is no doubt that figures such as Dupee, who openly celebrated the 
events, would find close intellectual or political ties to the Trillings, whose responses 
vilified the students, increasingly difficult. Like Howe, although to a lesser extent, 
Diana Trilling returns to the events in her memoir The Beginning of the Journey. She 
suggests of Lionel that he ZDV³IXOORIDSSHWLWHIRUWKHHPHUJHQF\«DWODVWVDPSOLQJ
WKHOLIHRIDFWLRQWKDWKDVDOZD\VEHHQGHQLHGKLP´GHVSLWHKDYLQJ³QRJLIWIRUSROLWLFDO
OHDGHUVKLSRUPDQRHXYUH´6KHDOVRDWWDFNV'ZLJKW0DF'RQDOG¶VFHOHEUDWLRQRIWKH
SDS as WRKLP³LWPDWWHUHGQRWDWDOO Lf the institution lived or died ± he had found 
                                                          
 
9
 See footnote 21, section 1. 
62 
 
KLPVHOIDUHYROXWLRQ´10 The longevity of personal involvement is once again apparent, 
Diana still maintaining the hyperbole of the life and death of Columbia, as she did in 
µ2Q WKH6WHSVRI /RZ/LEUDU\¶ HYLGHQFLQJ WKHKLJKO\SHUVRQDO element attached to 
these very public debates, but it also flags up how the crisis was seen as a real 
emergency that changed lives, at least temporarily, with Lionel Trilling willing to take 
up a role that, his wife at least, saw as an uncomfortable match for his character. 
When looking at Columbia Alexander Bloom and Mark Gerson emphasize a 
split between the New York Intellectuals, between those supportive of the students, 
often cast as the ones who are to be left behind, and the ones hyper critical of 
VWXGHQW DFWLYLVP %ORRP GRHV WDNH SDLQV WR QRWH WKDW RQO\ ³D IHZ ± Macdonald, 
Dupee, Phillip Rahv, William Phillips and some others - IRXQGHQFRXUDJHPHQW´LQWKH
³HPHUJLQJ VSLULW´ RI WKH VWXGHQW XSULVLQJV ZKLOVW ³PRVW IRU WKH HYHU-more 
conservatives like Irving Kristol to the declared Old Left survivors like Howe, these 
QHZWUHQGVGLGQRWLQVSLUHRSWLPLVP´DQG\HWKHVWLOOVHWVXS&ROXPELDDVWKHELQDU\
SDLULQJRIWZRRSSRVLQJDQGHTXDOFDPSVE\SODFLQJ'LDQD7ULOOLQJ¶Vµ2QWKH6WHSVRI 
WKH/RZ/LEUDU\¶DWRQHVLGHDQG'XSHH¶V µ7KH8SULVLQJDW&ROXPELDDW WKHRWKHU¶
thus furthering the argument that the New Left caused a dramatic rift in the New 
York Intellectual circle.11 It is commonly noted that the New York Intellectuals fought 
their battles with those on the left, as the greater threat was always posed by groups 
that shared ideological ground, rather than completely alien politics, and that trend 
KDGGHYHORSHGVLQFHWKHLU³\RXWKDV7URWVN\LVWVKDGWDXJKWWKHPFRPEDWRQWKH/HIW
agaiQVW WKH /HIW´12 Perhaps this is one of the most important contexts in which to 
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view Columbia, as a continuation of internal battles with the Left, from these early 
beginnings through McCarthy era liberal anti-communist debates, onto these 
rhetorical battles with the New left. Therefore there is shared ground even in such 
diametrically opposed views as DiaQD 7ULOOLQJ¶V DQG 'XSHH¶V $OO WKH UHVSRQGHQWV
grant the students a symbolic and cultural importance for the future of American 
Liberalism, and most of them seek to understand this via their own experiences with 
political activism and radicalism. Therefore by inviting comparison to thirties 
radicalism, as Dupee and Lionel Trilling do, even if WKHWZRPHQ¶V opinions fall down 
on opposing extremes, both men seek to understand the students using the same 
PRGHOV &RPSDULVRQ WR RQH¶V RZQ \RXWK RIIHUV D OHYHO RI HPSDWK\ WKDW UXQV
throughout all the respondents¶ takes on Columbia; even if they completely oppose 
everything the students stand for, in seeking to understand them, and in explaining 
them in such detailed and personal ways, the responses reveal the huge personal 
involvement of these intellectuals, and the massive cultural importance they attach to 
the incidents. It is no coincidence that an ex-radical cadre takes pains to understand 
the next generation of radical flag bearers; the reason why the students posed such 
a threat and created the necessity for such damning prose is that, despite the cries 
of anti-intellectualism, many of the New York Intellectuals, had in their youth at least, 
VKDUHGVRPH LGHRORJLFDOJURXQGZLWK WKHVWXGHQWV7KHUHIRUH'XSHH¶VVXSSRUWDQG
WKH 7ULOOLQJV¶ LQGLFWPHQWV RIIHU JOLPSVHV RI FRKHVLRQ WKH\ ERWK RULJLQDWH IURP WKH
same shared core, but where Dupee saw an opportunity for solidity, much as Howe 
did earlier on in the decade, the others saw a threat, one that was all the more 
virulent because it came from within.13 The internal nature of the threat is all the 
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  See footnote one in Conclusions for reference to the meeting between Howe and the SDS in the 
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more symbolically resonant because of the relatively generational nature conflict. 
The major criticism, or support, is often of or for WKHVWXGHQWV¶DFWLYLVWPHWKRGRORJ\
Thus what Dupee reads as youthful exuberance and what Trilling sees as wanton 
destruction are the two interpretations pushing outwards in different directions from 
the same ideological core, to which the students could only pose a threat because of 
the elements of shared ideological ground on the political left, elements that had 
become distorted due to the completely alien political methodologies of the two 
generations.
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